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PREFACE 


During the last seventy-five years some of the most distinguished 
members of the historical profession have devoted their attention to 
the middle ages. Their work has made it clear that this period was one 
of great importance in the development of the basic traditions of 
Western civilization, and that study of the problems of medieval society 
illuminates many of the difficulties of the present day. At the same time 
they have added so much to our knowledge that it is no longer possible 
to discuss all aspects of medieval history in a volume of less than six 
hundred pages. In preparing this brief survey of the period, I have had 
to omit some topics completely and give less space to others than they 
deserve. Complex problems have been simplified, and brief summaries 
have taken the place of lengthy balancings of probabilities. It was not 
always easy to make these excisions and condensations, and specialists 
in many branches of medieval studies may feel that less than justice 
has been done to their work. My one excuse for attempting the task is a 
strong conviction that some knowledge of medieval history is essential 
for a properly educated man, and a realization sof. the fact that many 
students can devote no more than one term to a study of the period. In 
cutting the material down to manageable proportions I have tried to 
emphasize the aspects of medieval studies which seem to me most useful 
to the general student. The middle ages offer an almost unique oppor- 
tunity to study, in detail, the origins, flowering, and decay of a great 
civilization. They also show us the development of ideas, institutions, 
and modes of expression which are still living realities. Change and 
continuity, growth and decay, the value of tradition and the necessity 
for innovation — these are basic ideas in all historical thinking. If this 
book encourages some students to investigate these problems, it will 
have accomplished its purpose. 

I must thank Professor Raymond James Sontag of the University of 
California and the heirs of the late Professor Dana Carleton Munro 
for permission to draw on their Middle Ages in writing this book. My 
thanks are also due to Professor A. C. Krey, who prepared most of the 
maps used in the volume. My wife, my colleagues, and my students have 
had long sections of the book inflicted on them in manuscript, proof, 
discussion, and lectures. I am grateful for their criticisms and sugges- 
tions. Finally, I should like to thank Miss Elizabeth D’Arcy for her 
assistance in preparing the work for the press. 

J. R. S. 

Princeton, 

May 12, 1942 
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CHAPTER I 

THE ROMAN WORLD IN THE FOURTH CENTURY 


1, The Government 

^T the beginning of the history of medieval Europe lies the Roman 
Empire, half of which was not European at all. The popula- 
^ tion and wealth of the Empire were concentrated on the 
^ J^shores of the Mediterranean Sea — on the Asiatic and African 

shores as well as on the European. Asia Minor, Syria, Eygpt and North 
Africa were Roman, and Rome was heir to the ancient civilizations of 
those lands. If Rome borrowed her literature and art from Greece, she 
took her religions, many of her agricultural practices, and some of her 
political ideas from Asia and Africa. What Rome borrowed from the 
South and East she passed on, in Latin forms, to the North and West — 
to north Italy, Spain, Gaul and Britain. Thus, regions which we think 
of as very different today were united politically and culturally. Eng- 
land and Egypt, Spain and Syria, France and Turkey, to use modern 
equivalents, were under the same government and partook of the same 
civilization. 

The Roman citizen of the year 300 a. d. was in some respects a very 
fortunate person. He did not have to fear international rivalries — there 
were no nations — there was only Rome. He did not worry about the 
sinister influence of alien civilizations — there was only one civilization, 
and that was his. Within the sure boundaries of the western Ocean, the 
northern wilderness, the southern and eastern deserts, were all the people 
who really counted — Celts, Italians, Greeks, Syrians, Jews and Egyp- 
tians. The men who lived beyond those limits were unimportant. Beyond 
the Rhine-Danube frontier on the north were only the barbarous Ger- 
mans. Across the Sahara were half-known Negro tribes, and in the Syrian 
desert were the scattered Arabs. In the East were great civilizations, 
but while the Romans were vaguely conscious that they existed, they 
thought little about them. The Sassanid kingdom of Persia was the near- 
est thing to another state which Rome knew. Sassanid rulers had de- 
feated Roman armies, and Roman traders imported most of their East- 
ern goods through Persia. Yet even this strong, civilized people made 
little impression on the Romans. China and India interested them even 
less. The Roman Empire was the world, and Roman civilization was the 
only civilization. 
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The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

It was fitting that the Roman Empire, which was a world, should be 
ruled by a god. Such was the case in the fourth century when the em- 
peror was “divine,” everything pertaining to him “sacred,” and his word 
had the force of law. But the emperor had not always been so exalted a 
personage. Rome had once been a republic, ruled by an aristocratic 
Senate whose power could be checked only by uprisings of the city mob. 
In the first century b. c. this system of government caused so much dis- 
order that the citizens of Rome allowed power to be concentrated in the 
hands of one man who acted as a sort of political boss. Octavian, the last 
of the bosses, became Augustus, the first emperor. His powers, however, 
were not much greater than those of an American president. He was 
head of the army and the administration, but he was supposed to act 
with the advice of the Senate. Augustus’ successors, however, assumed 
much more power. Frequent civil wars and the necessity of protecting 
the northern frontier made their military functions more important and 
decreased the power of the Senate. Then came a long period of anarchy 
in the middle of the third century. When a strong emperor, Diocletian, 
finally emerged in 28S, the condition of the Empire was so bad that 
every one acquiesced in his assumption of absolute authority. Diocletian 
and his successors named all officials, levied taxes at will, and had full 
control of the army. They were the supreme judges and court of last 
appeal of the Empire ; they had the power of life and death over every 
citizen. It was an accepted maxim that “the will of the prince has the 
force of law, since the Roman people by law have transferred to their 
prince the full extent of their power and sovereignty.” 

With this actual power it is not surprising that Diocletian acted more 
like an Egyptian pharaoh than a Roman magistrate. Eastern ideas had 
penetrated all parts of the Roman Empire and no one was greatly 
shocked when he adopted the costume and ceremonial of an Oriental 
despot. The emperor was now a semi-divine monarch, to be addressed 
with reverence and awe. He wore a diadem and sat on a throne; he 
lived in a vast, rambling palace, secluded from the people. His officials, 
basking in reflected glory, formed a palace nobility with high-sounding 
titles such as “most perfect,” “most illustrious," and “most eminent.” 

The emperor had become an Oriental king but he had not ceased to 
be a general. More than ever, in the fourth century, his primary duty 
was to command the army. The fact that the Empire was built around 
the Mediterranean made it hard to defend. It had the shape of a long 
oval, hollow in the middle. Most of its richest provinces were within 
easy striking distance of outside enemies, and it had extraordinarily long 
frontiers in proportion to its area and population. Barbarian tribes of 
ihe North carried on constant guerilla warfare against the Romans. 
.After quick raids on Roman territory they hid in their forests and 
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swamps, while punitive expeditions had to content themselves with 
destroying huts and burning crops. During the fourth century it be- 
came clear that one commander could not guard the whole frontier ; two 
or more were necessary. But command of the army was a sign of im- 
perial power, and if there were two commanders there were bound to 
be two emperors. From 300 on, most emperors, much as they disliked 
sharing their power, faced the facts and accepted one or more of their 
fellow-generals as their colleagues. But while there were usually two or 
more emperors, there was only one empire. In theory they ruled jointly, 
though in practice they often divided their duties to secure greater 
efficiency. Thus one emperor was often responsible for the Danube 
frontier while another guarded the boundary of the Rhine. Such arrange- 
ments were usually temporary and division of the high command did 
not mean division of the Empire. 

The divine, all-powerful emperor needed the aid of thousands of men 
in his work of ruling. There were great government bureaus at his 
capital, just as there are in modem states. For example, there was a 
treasury department headed by a high official, the “count of the sacred 
largesses.” As in most monarchies, there was a palace nobility, responsi- 
ble for the personal service of the emperor, which had considerable 
political power. Yet, on the whole, the central administration employed 
Wer people, and those people had less specialized functions than in 
any modern state. The Empire performed few services for its subjects 
besides the elementary one of keeping peace. There was no system of 
public education, no provision for public health ; there were no separate 
bureaus to aid or to regulate commerce and agriculture. There was al- 
most no need for a department of foreign affairs. Supplies for the army 
and navy were provided by men who had many other administrative 
duties. The primary duty of the central administration was to see that 
local authorities received and obeyed the emperor’s orders and collected 
the taxes which he imposed. It also settled disputes between local offi- 
cials and heard appeals from their decisions. 

From this central bureaucracy depended a whole hierarchy of lesser 
officials. The Empire was divided into four great divisions called pre- 
fectures, each with a prefect at its head. A prefecture was divided into 
dioceses, ruled by vicars. In each diocese were several provinces, each 
with its own governor. For example, the Prefecture of the Gauls in- 
cluded the Dioceses of Britain, Gaul, and Spain ; the Diocese of Britain 
was made up of five provinces, and so on. The heads of these adminis- 
trative divisions had general supervisory functions. Beneath them was 
a mass of fiscal agents, legal advisers, and special investigators. Yet 
what was said of the central government is also true of the local ad- 
ministration. Considering the size of the provinces, there were few gov- 
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eminent employees, and their functions were not highly specialized. 

The central government and the prefectorial and provincial govern- 
ments were supervising and coordinating organisms. The basic unit of 
government was the civitas, a term which may be translated as “city- 
state” if equal emphasis is given to both halves of the English equivalent. 
The civitas was often as large as a small American state, such as Dela- 
ware or Connecticut. Like an American state, it was the unit of govern- 
ment which dealt directly with the individual. It collected the taxes 
and controlled the police and the courts of first instance. But it was a 
ciiy-state. Rural districts and even large villages were completely sub- 
ject to an urban center. The city was dominant politically and its officials 
ruled the whole state. 

The civitas seemed the natural form of political organization for the 
ancient world. It arose spontaneously in Greece and Italy, and the 
Romans had no trouble in introducing it in regions where it had not yet 
developed, such as Gaul. In the early centuries of the Empire, the cen- 
tral government merely laid down general rules of administration and 
law, and entrusted most of the actual work of governing to the city- 
states. At first they performed their functions admirably. But the city 
was the essential part of the city-state and by 300 a. d. the cities of the 
Roman Empire were approaching economic collapse. Many city gov- 
ernments were bankrupt ; many city officials were faced with personal 
financial difficulties. City government became inefficient and corrupt, 
and the central government had to interfere more and more in local 
affairs. This was unfortunate in an age in which communications were 
slow; in which a day’s journey was measured in tens rather than in 
hundreds of miles. Only the rich and the lawless profit by delay. As we 
shall see, conditions in the late Roman Empire favored these two groups 
at the expense of every one else. 

This administrative system was not unduly complicated or exces- 
sively expensive, considering the area of the Roman Empire. Nor was 
the army as large in proportion to total population, or as expensive in 
proportion to total wealth, as it would be in a modern European state. 
Its equipment was cheap and durable — there were no guns, high ex- 
plosives, tanks or airplanes to be purchased. The imperial court was 
luxurious, but at its worst it was no Versailles. Salaries and supplies for 
administration, army, and court were the chief expenses of the govern- 
ment, and by modern standards they were not very high. 

Taxes were not numerous and the rate of taxation seems to have 
been, at least in theory, rather low. Yet all during the last centuries of 
the Empire there were repeated complaints about the extravagance of 
the government and the intolerable burden of taxation. The most pro- 
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ductive tax was on land, graduated according to the fertility of the 
soil and the degree to which the estate had been improved. There were 
also minor levies, such as the occupational tax on merchants and artisans. 
Burdensome services were imposed on many people, such as the duty 
of maintaining roads and bridges, or of furnishing transport and pro- 
visions for the army. The worst thing about the tax system was the 
method of assessment. Each civitas was responsible for a lump sum, and 
if some inhabitants of the district were unable to pay, the burden fell 
on their fellows. Wealthy land-owners were often able to avoid paying 
their full share of taxes by bribing or intimidating the tax-collectors. 
Moreover, while the original assessment on a civitas was based on care- 
ful investigation of its resources, allowances were not always made for 
a decline in its economic activity. Some districts were certainly over- 
taxed, and some tax-collectors used the most oppressive methods to 
make up their quotas. Lactantius, a Christian living in Gaul, gives this 
description of their activity in seeking hidden resources ; 

Slaves were dealt with to accuse their masters, and wives to accuse their 
husbands. When no sort of evidence could be found, men were forced by 
torture to accuse themselves. . . . After all men were thus listed, then so 
much money was laid upon every man’s head, as if it had been to pay 
so much for his life. Yet this matter was not trusted to the first tax-men, 
but new sets of them, one after another were sent about, that new men 
might always find new matter to work upon; and though they could not 
really discover anything, yet they increased the numbers in the lists they 
made, so that it might not be said that they had been sent to no purpose. 
By means of these oppressions the stock of cattle was much diminished 
and many men died; and yet the taxes continued still to be levied, even 
for those that were dead. 

When moderate taxes could be collected only by such methods, there 
must have been something seriously wrong with the economic condition 
of the Empire. 

Lactantius’ description of tax-collectors might be applied with slight 
modifications to many other Roman officials. The government of the 
Empire was often corrupt, inefficient, and arbitrary, though seldom 
bloodthirsty. These faults were probably Increasing during the fourth 
century, when it seemed that the Empire could be held together only 
by despotic rule. Yet at its best the Roman government was inspired 
by a love of justice which few of its predecessors had possessed. It gave 
centuries of peace to regions which have known little but war since. It 
implanted the idea of the unity of the civilized world so strongly in 
men’s minds that it remained the dominant force in European thought 
for a thousand years after the Empire had collapsed. 
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2. Economic and Social Conditions 

The Empire was united politically. However, it had little economic 
unity, and this perhaps was its greatest weakness. In spite of its size, 
population, and wealth, there was no large-scale industry in the Roman 
Empire and comparatively little commerce that was more than local. 
Most men in the Roman world made their living by agriculture, and 
Roman methods of agriculture tended to make each region self-sufficient. 
The staples were grain, olive oil, and wine. These products could be 
grown almost everywhere in the Mediterranean basin. Ordinary Roman 
cities were very small and were supplied with food from the immediate 
neighborhood. The two capitals, Rome and Constantinople, had to 
draw their food from more distant regions, but the bulk of their supplies 
came from the great imperial estates in Africa and Egypt. Even food 
for the army was often obtained from taxes paid in kind, and was not 
purchased in the open market. 

Altogether, there was relatively little trade in foodstuffs and the 
ordinary farmer could sell his products only in the local market. Cloth- 
ing, furniture, tools, and almost all other manufactured goods were made 
either at home or by local artisans. There was no mass-production and 
no empire-wide commerce in articles of common use.' There was a luxury 
trade, based primarily on importations from the East — silk, ivory, spices, 
jewels — but a luxury trade gives employment to very few people. In 
fact, the Roman luxury trade was probably harmful, since the Romans 
produced little that the Easterners desired, and hence had to pay for 
most of their purchases with gold. Rome had little enough gold as it 
was, and since all money at that time had to be actual metal, loss of 
gold made it hard to do business. As the supply of money decreased, 
prices fell, and it became even harder to find a market for ordinary 
products. 

The failure of the Romans to take full advantage of the world market 
which they had created is puzzling. It can be explained only by remem- 
bering that both the Greeks and the Romans considered business, and 
especially manufacturing, degrading. The highest social group in Rome, 
the senatorial class, was definitely forbidden to engage in trade. Prac- 
tically all group labor, such as mining or pottery-making, was done by 
slaves. Slave labor was cheap, at least in the early centuries of the Em- 
pire, and no one was greatly interested in inventing labor-saving ma- 
chinery. The Romans knew that steam would perform work, but they 

' In the first and second centuries there had been a manufacturing center around 
the Bay of Naples, the most important product of which was pottery. It declined 
during the third century when other regions found that it was easy to imitaf g 
this ware. 
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never made any serious effort to use it. They knew that grain could be 
ground more quickly by water power than by hand, yet there were very 
few water-mills in the Empire in the fourth century. Only in the middle 
ages did the water-mill become common and displace the hand-mortar. 
Since most work was done by hand, there was little to be gained by 
centralizing production in one place. Each town — and in some cases each 
farm — could make cloth, pottery, leather goods and tools as cheaply 
as the next. Even an advantage in raw materials was of little use. Trans- 
portation by land was very inefficient. Carts were clumsy and small, 
and with their usual disregard for saving power, the Romans harnessed 
their horses so badly that they could pull only very light loads. Under 
such conditions the costs of transportation ate up the profits on most 
objects sent more than a hundred miles. Transport by sea was less ex- 
pensive, but Roman ships were small and navigation practically ceased 
from late fall to late spring. For all ordinary purposes, each part of the 
Empire had to be self-sufficient. 

This tendency toward local self-sufficiency was accentuated by the 
way in which Roman agriculture had developed. As a general rule, the 
small farmer thrives only in a primitive society. As economic life be- 
comes more complex, as the demands of the state for services and taxes 
increase, the small farmer gets into trouble. Bad judgment or bad crops 
force him to borrow money, which he is seldom able to repay. Thus more 
and more farm land falls into the hands of the creditor — be he great 
landlord or banker. This process had been going on in Roman territory 
since the second century b. c., and by 300 a. d. no one could remember 
when Rome had not had a farm problem. Every one bewailed the decline 
of the small farmer but, except for the unsuccessful movement of the 
Gracchi, no one did anything about it. In fact, by barring the aristoc- 
racy from trade, the state practically forced them to put all their capital 
in land, and so encouraged the tendency to build up great estates. 

By the fourth century, the small farmer had no economic importance. 
Most of the farming population lived on large estates, and large estates 
were responsible for most of the agricultural production of the Empire. 
The large estate, with its thousands of acres and hundreds of workers, 
was naturally a much more self-sufficient unit than a small farm could 
be. It became a sort of fad for the wealthy to derive everything they 
needed from their own lands. Trade within the Empire was still further 
discouraged by this tendency. 

It seems that what commerce there was in the Roman Empire de- 
clined steadily during the fourth century. The reasons for this decline 
are obscure, although loss of gold, impoverishment of the small farmer, 
and growth of the self-sufficient great estate undoubtedly played a part. 
Some economists have also suggested that the Roman world had never 
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had a healthy economic life, since it had been living on its capital for 
centuries. After the first century its capital ceased to be replenished by 
successful foreign wars, and from that time decline was inevitable. 
Whatever the causes, the decline of commerce had dangerous results. 
There were no common economic interests to supplement the political 
ties which held the Empire together. Gaul profited little from being in 
the same empire as Italy, and Britain sold few of its products to Spain. 
Most men derived no economic benefits from being citizens of a world- 
state, and this may be one cause of the indifference to the fate of the 
Empire which is such a striking feature of the fourth and fifth centuries. 
The same situation occurred in the United States early in the nineteenth 
century, when absence of a nation-wide market coincided with a certain 
distrust of the federal government. Another result of the decline of 
Roman commerce was the weakening of the cities, which, as we have 
seen, were the most important units of government in the Empire. 
Finally, almost all classes except the very rich were degraded politically 
and economically, as a result of the collapse of the economic system. 

Roman society was divided by sharp class distinctions in the fourth 
century. At the top were the senators. They were not necessarily mem- 
bers of the senate which sat at Rome, nor of the newly formed senate at 
Constantinople. Many senators seldom, if ever, visited either one of 
the capital cities. The rank of senator had become merely a title of 
nobility which might be conferred upon any wealthy person by the 
emperor. The dignity was greatly desired, as it conferred not only 
prestige but also important immunities for which candidates were will- 
ing to pay ; consequently, almost all very wealthy men were senators. 
They possessed most of the land and from their number were drawn 
many of the higher imperial officials. When not holding office the sena- 
tors preferred to live in the country on their estates. They were un- 
comfortable in the cities, where rigid etiquette compelled them to spend 
much of their time in social formalities, where government officials 
might interfere with them, where they felt crowded behind the narrow 
limits of the city wall. Moreover, their estates demanded constant super- 
vision. 

The great estate owned by a noble was called a villa. Such estates 
were very large ; one which contained about fifteen hundred acres was 
described as rather small. They usually included cultivated lands, 
meadows, vineyards and woods. On the villa lived farm-laborers, shep- 
herds, vine-dressers, bakers, millers, carpenters, masons, smiths, weav- 
ers, tailors and other workmen as well as tenants who farmed part of the 
land on their own account. By the end of the fourth century there was 
often a chapel with its priest on each estate. Often the owner settled 
all disputes among his dependents and discouraged the intervention of 
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government officials in any of their affairs. Thus the estate was almost 
self-sufficient in every way and had few connections with the outside 
world. 

The life of a noble on one of these great estates was very like that of 
a country gentleman in England during the last century. The houses 
were large and comfortable, with picture galleries, libraries, spacious 
dining halls, and elaborate baths. The letters of Apollinaris Sidonius 
(430-487 A. D.) are full of details about the life of the Roman nobles in 
Gaul. In one letter he describes a week’s visit with some friends. In the 
morning some played tennis or backgammon while others read religious 
books or the Latin classics. The noonday meal was rather light and was 
enlivened by many stories. Next they took a siesta, followed by horse- 
back riding and several hours spent in the bath, while they engaged in 
pleasant and witty talk. The day ended with a luxurious and protracted 
supper. Other passages in his letters show the pleasure taken by the 
nobles in games, hunting, reading, and telling anecdotes. Yet it should 
not be forgotten that Sidonius and the friends whose life he described 
held high offices in the church and in the state and managed large prop- 
erties, and therefore could not have spent all their time in this leisurely 
manner. 

The laboring population of a villa might be divided into two great 
classes, slaves and freemen, although the line between the two was 
gradually becoming effaced. The slaves included the household servants, 
who were very numerous, and most of the laborers who worked on the 
portion of the land cultivated directly by the master. The proportion 
of slaves to free laborers was decreasing, partly because the Empire was 
no longer waging wars of conquest and gaining new supplies of slaves, 
partly because Roman slave-owners were rather generous with manu- 
missions. The condition of the remaining slaves had been greatly im- 
proved as a result of the influence of the humanitarian ideas of the great 
lawyers of the early centuries of the Empire. A master no longer had 
the legal right to kill a slave at his pleasure, and they were seldom con- 
fined in underground prisons at night, as had once been customary. 
Many owners found that slaves worked better if they were given a 
separate hut and land to cultivate on shares. Since these “hut-slaves” 
increased the value of the land, the government enrolled them on its 
tax-registers, and forbade selling land without the hut-slaves who be- 
longed on it. Yet even these slaves, who had gained a certain degree of 
security and independence, were subject to heavy burdens and could 
not legally accumulate any property of their own. It was only by slow 
changes that they rose to a position equal to that of the coloni. 

The coloni formed the bulk of the agricultural population of the 
villa. They were a class of farmers who had a hereditary right to cul- 
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tivate small plots of land which they did not actually own. The legal 
owner of these lands was the proprietor of the villa, and he received a 
rent in money or kind from each plot. As long as he paid his rent, the 
colonus could not lose his land, but he was forbidden by law to leave 
his land or to change his occupation. If a colonus fled from his land he 
was brought back by force and might be reduced to slavery. If the land 
was sold he went with it, and his children held it after him on the same 
terms. He had a master, the owner of the estate, to whom he owed obedi- 
ence. In other respects he was free, and the law, while speaking of him 
as his master’s man, carefully distinguished him from a slave. He could 
contract a legal marriage, bring suit at law, own personal property, and 
leave it to his children. 

The coloni had come from several different classes. Some, though 
probably not the most numerous class, had been German barbarians 
subdued or captured in war. At times whole tribes had been brought 
into the Empire. These had been distributed as coloni or agricultural 
laborers, not slaves, among the landed proprietors. Each one had been 
assigned to some piece of land and had been enrolled in a government 
register. Since the state was anxious to increase the population of thinly 
settled districts and encourage agricultural production, it insisted that 
coloni of this type and their descendants remain on the farms where 
they had been placed. 

It is probable that rules made for these coloni, in whom the state had 
a special interest, were gradually extended to other men in the same 
economic position. Every great land-owner had many dependents to 
whom he had given pieces of land in an effort to make them self- 
supporting. When a slave was freed he still owed lifelong reverence to his 
master, and his master still owed him protection. Both obligations were 
fulfilled if, as frequently happened, the freedman assumed the status 
of a colonus. 

Finally, many coloni were recruited from the class of small, free farm- 
ers. These small farmers, as we have seen, were in a bad position in the 
last centuries of the Roman Empire. Overwhelmed with debts, deprived 
of markets, they often sought the protection of the great landlords. 
They might abandon their land and receive new holdings from their 
patrons ; their creditors might foreclose their land and let them stay on 
it as leaseholders. In either case they soon became indistinguishable 
from the coloni, even in the eyes of the law. 

Almost the only landholders left with small properties were the 
curiales. These ranked next below the senators and formed the hered- 
itary governing body in the civitas. They were not paid for their work 
but they had various privileges which had once made men eager to 
obtain the position of curial. But during the fourth century their situa- 



The Roman World in the Fourth Century 11 

tion became worse and worse. They had always been responsible for 
collecting taxes in their districts, and if they failed to obtain the quota 
due, they had to make up the difference from their own fortunes. The 
general impoverishment of the Empire in the fourth century made tax- 
collection difficult, and many curiales were ruined. Moreover, municipal 
officeholders were supposed to give games to amuse the populace, which 
meant heavy expenses. Naturally, no one wanted to be a curial under 
these conditions, but the government forced every one with sufficient 
wealth to enter the class, unless he were a senator. The curiales tried 
hard to escape from their hereditary occupations, but the government 
made every possible effort to prevent this. They were not allowed to 
reside outside their city, and their sons were forbidden to enter the 
army, the civil service or the church. In spite of repressive laws many 
curiales did escape and by the fifth century this class had disintegrated. 
A law of 4S8 a. d. states : 

We must consider the ciirim ... as the souls of the cities and the sinews 
of the republic. Nevertheless they have been so oppressed . . . that most 
of their numbers have resigned their offices, expatriated themselves, and 
sought an obscure asylum in some distant province. 

Town-dwellers who engaged in industry or commerce were also in a 
difficult position. Decline of trade and the growing self-sufficiency of 
great estates made it difficult for the ordinary artisan or small business 
man to make a profit. The government had to force men to remain in 
occupations essential to the welfare of the towns. Thus transport work- 
ers, bakers, and others engaged in the preparation of food were forbidden 
to leave their calling unless they could supply a substitute. Their sons 
were obliged by law to follow their father’s trade. In the cities, as in 
the country districts, there was little opportunity and less freedom. 

The emperors of the fourth and fifth centuries have often been blamed 
for their policy of regimentation. It may be admitted that economic 
revival was not stimulated by forcing men to remain in unprofitable 
occupations, or by making most jobs hereditary. Yet it is hard to see 
what else the emperors could have done. They were aware that some- 
thing was wrong with the economic organization of the Empire, but 
they were soldiers, not economists, and they had pressing military prob- 
lems to consider. There were no economic experts to advise them, even 
if they had had time to conduct a thorough investigation. The emperors 
knew that production was declining, that many men were deserting 
their lands or their occupations, and that these tendencies weakened the 
cities and lowered the income from taxes. But the cities were essential 
units of government, and loss of revenue might make it impossible to 
defend the frontiers. Regimentation seemed the only answer : force men 
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to do their work, force the cities to perform their functions. The em- 
perors could not allow economic forces to have free play, for those 
forces were destroying the Empire. It is probably true that the Empire 
was too large, that the burden of supporting a world government was 
not compensated for by increased economic opportunity. But it was the 
duty of the emperors to preserve the Empire, and their policy of regi- 
mentation held it together for at least a century after collapse seemed 
inevitable. 

The effects of regimentation on the ordinary citizen were very bad. 
There was little opportunity for even the ablest man to improve his 
condition, and ambition was crushed. Men worked without enthusiasm 
and felt no interest in the general welfare. The average man is always 
suspicious of a far-off, centralized government. Regulations and taxes 
imposed by the central government are present realities; benefits ob- 
tained by being a member of a large political unit are indefinite and in- 
tangible. This natural distrust of elaborate political organization in- 
creased greatly in the last centuries of Roman rule. The burden of 
government was great and the benefits of government went only to the 
very wealthy. The ordinary man had lost income, opportunity, and 
freedom. In the end the Empire fell because most of its subjects were 
unwilling to make any great effort to preserve it. 

3. Literature, Education, and Art 

The decadence of Roman society is reflected in the literature, educa- 
tional methods, and art of the fourth and fifth centuries. It has been 
well said that the Romans were barbarized long before the barbarian 
invasions. In literature the Christian writings are the only works which 
display vigor of thought and energy of style. Secular literature was 
turgid, rhetorical, and imitative. The great classical writers of the first 
century were taken as models ; their thoughts and their style were copied, 
and nothing was added except adjectives. In education a definite breach 
was opened between Greek and Latin learning. The Romans had con- 
quered the East but they had never imposed their language there as 
they did in the West. This lack of uniformity had at first no bad effects 
— in the great centuries of the Empire all educated men knew both 
Greek and Latin. Growing localism caused Western students to neglect 
Greek in the fourth and fifth centuries and contacts between the two 
cultures became less frequent. This was especially bad for the West. 
Greek literature had always been more original than Latin and the 
Greeks had a scientific tradition which could not be matched in the 
West. The Romans had done almost no work in science and had trans- 
lated few of the scientific treatises of the Greeks. Thus, when knowl- 
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edge of Greek died out, knowledge of Eastern science also vanished and 
was not regained until the twelfth century. Roman education in the late 
Empire was based on compends and compilations from the earlier Latin 
authors. The emphasis was on poetry. The prose writers were com- 
paratively neglected, and almost no time was spent on science, philos- 
ophy, or history. 

A good example of the intellectual interests of the Romans of the late 
Empire is furnished by Martianus Capella’s Marriage of Mercury and 
Philology. This is an encyclopedic textbook, thinly disguised as an 
allegory. The first two books describe the marriage, in rather wearisome 
detail, and then the bride’s attendants, the seven liberal arts, begin to 
discuss their accomplishments. The idea of summarizing all knowledge 
in seven categories was not original with Martianus, but his arrange- 
ment became so popular that it furnished the basis for all advanced 
study for centuries to come. The seven liberal arts were grammar, 
rhetoric, and logic, which were later known as the trivium or language 
studies, and arithmetic, geometry, astronomy and music, which were 
eventually grouped as the quadrivium or scientific subjects. Some of 
these categories had a wider content than might be expected ; thus gram- 
mar involved the study of Latin literature, and geometry included some 
geography and natural history. Music, on the other hand, meant pri- 
marily the study of mathematical relationships between tones. The 
book is one long series of facts, with almost no interpretation of their 
significance. Martianus tried to include everything which he thought a 
well-educated man should know, but in spite of his efforts he failed to 
touch on many important topics. Trivial details were given as much 
space as the most significant items of information, and the book as a 
whole is dull and uninteresting. However, it did give, within its limits, 
a fairly accurate summary of the knowledge possessed by classical 
writers, and this knowledge made it very popular throughout the middle 
ages. For many generations this little volume — it occupies only 422 
small-octavo pages in the Teubner edition — represented the limits of 
human knowledge. 

In Roman art the decline was even more noticeable than in literature 
or education. There w£is the same lack of originality and even less skill 
in imitation. For example, the coins of later emperors are crude com- 
pared to those of rulers of the first century. When Constantine built a 
triumphal arch he had to pillage earlier monuments in order to obtain 
most of the sculpture which decorated it. Even Christianity had diffi- 
culty in revitalizing late Roman art. It took several centuries to create 
forms which expressed the new religious ideas, and meanwhile the whole 
level of art remained low. 



14 


The Middle Ages, 395-1500 


4. Religion 

The men of the late Empire were deprived of economic opportunity, 
they took little interest in politics, and their intellectual and artistic 
work was unimaginative and imitative. But they were tremendously 
interested in religion and most of their energy was devoted to this field. 
This tendency began as early as the first century, when growing cosmo- 
politanism and sophistication made belief in the old Roman gods seem 
ridiculous. It is probable that the steady decline in political and eco- 
nomic freedom made men turn more and more to religion for assurance 
that the individual was important in the eternal scheme of things, how- 
ever unimportant he might seem in the actual world. 

Among the upper classes this increased interest in religion usually 
took the form of Stoicism. This philosophy taught that human happiness 
and dignity came from voluntary obedience to the universal law. 
Through self-control and love of justice and truth, men could make 
this life a good life. External circumstances which could not be con- 
trolled were to be disregarded. Political and social distinctions were un- 
important ; all men had equal rights under the eternal law. Stoics paid 
equal honor to the slave Epictetus and to the emperor Marcus Aurelius 
for their writings, and for the dignity and honesty of their lives. Stoicism 
had a tremendous influence on Roman law and government, since many 
high officials were Stoics. Roman law became more humane, more will- 
ing to recognize the rights of all men. For example, we have seen that 
the slave gained some protection against his master. The idea of the 
brotherhood of all men, a favorite Stoic doctrine, received political 
recognition when all subjects of the Empire received citizenship. 

Yet Stoicism could not appeal to many people ; it was too intellectual, 
too impersonal. Ordinary men wanted the warm assurance of the exist- 
ence of a god interested in their individual troubles, instead of a state- 
ment of abstract principles of an eternal law. They doubted greatly that 
the good life was possible in this world ; they felt that the imperfections 
and injustices of this life must be remedied in a future state. So they 
tiurned to the Oriental mystery religions, such as Mithraism, or the 
worship of Isis and Osiris. Most of these religions had some form of 
communion service, whereby the believer was placed in direct contact 
with the divinity. Most of them believed in a redeemer-god who saved 
mankind by his death. They all emphasized the importance of the future 
life, in which men were rewarded or punished for their deeds on earth. 

In the eyes of the Romans, Christianity was only one of the Oriental 
religions competing for their favor. At first it was by no means the most 
popular. Christianity was exclusive and unwilling to compromise. Other 
religions were tolerant of each other, and were quite ready to conform 
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to any requirements- laid upon them by the state. The Romans were 
annoyed by the Christians’ lack of respect for other men’s beliefs. They 
were outraged by the Christians’ apparent lack of loyalty to Rome and 
the emperor. The Christians would not take part in civic celebrations 
in which the old gods were honored, and they would not sacrifice to the 
emperor. Most Romans thought of these ceremonies as mere patriotic 
observances, with no more religious significance than we find in pledg- 
ing allegiance to the flag. The emperor was the symbol of the unity of 
the civilized world ; it was his power which held together men of widely 
differing origins and beliefs. It did not seem unreasonable to pay him 
divine honors. The Roman government could not forget that the official 
reason for executing the founder of Christianity had been that he was 
accused of plotting a rebellion against the state. The Christians were a 
secret society, they recruited almost all their adherents from the lowest 
classes, and many of their doctrines seemed anti-social. It was easy to 
accuse them of plotting the overthrow of government and civilization. 
Hence Christianity was outlawed, while other Oriental religions were 
warmly welcomed in the West. At a time when a priest of the Sun-God 
sat on the imperial throne, when followers of Mithra held high com- 
mands in the army, the Christians were still persecuted. 

Yet persecution had not been continuous. In actual practice it was 
found that the Christians were not very dangerous to the state. Only 
the most conscientious or the most despotic emperors felt that it was 
worth while to make an effort to destroy Christianity. And while thor- 
ough and persistent persecution can destroy a belief, spasmodic attacks 
usually strengthen the faith of the survivors. The membership of the 
church in its early days was composed of men and women who were 
profoundly in earnest, ready to risk their lives for their faith, and usually 
of high character and excellent morals. 

Men of this sort naturally attracted others. The very exclusiveness of 
Christianity became an advantage. In the growing depression and un- 
certainty it was a relief to find a faith which was absolute and uncom- 
promising. Other religions had absorbed superstitions and practices from 
their competitors which were inconsistent with their own basic beliefs. 
Oiice its first premises were accepted, Christianity was logical and co- 
herent. Christianity was free of the crudities which marred some of 
its most dangerous rivals. For example, in Mithraism the initiate was 
cleansed of his sins by being drenched with the blood of a slaughtered 
bull. Christianity could offer everything found in other religions in a 
purer, more consistent, and more attractive form. 

The number of Christians increased rapidly during the third century. 
Yet most authorities agree that in 300 a. d. the Christians formed only 
a small minority of the total population. They w’ere stronger in certain 
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provinces, particularly Asia Minor, and everywhere they were concen- 
trated in the cities. This made their influence more noticeable and their 
earnestness, zeal, and high moral character gave them strength entirely 
disproportionate to their numbers. 

Diocletian, who restored the Empire on an authoritarian basis after 
the anarchy of the third century, naturally resented the growing power 
of the Christians and tried to exterminate them. One of his successors 
followed the same policy. But Constantine, who was emperor in the 
West at the same time, was less hostile from the beginning of his reign, 
and eventually became the champion of the Christians against his pagan 
co-rulers. It is difficult to find any adequate material explanation for 
Constantine’s attitude. His part of the Empire was the least Christian 
section and the dominant religion in his army was Mithraism. He may 
have dreamed of conquering the East from his rivals by gaining the 
support of the Christians, who were more numerous there, but he must 
have known that the Christians were of little use in military operations. 
He may have felt that the state needed the energy and ability of the 
Christians; that to outlaw them was to waste the scanty human re- 
sources of the Empire. But there seems to be more than policy in his 
acts; there was an element of personal belief, however superstitious 
it was at first. He felt that the Christian God had power and he invoked 
that power in a campaign against his most dangerous rival. The famous 
victory at the Mulvian Bridge was won in the name of the Christian 
God, and confirmed his belief. All penalties against Christians were re- 
moved in 3 12. Christianity was not only tolerated, it was favored by the 
emperor. When Constantine had eliminated the last of his rivals, he made 
Christianity the state religion, although he himself was baptized only 
on his death-bed. Other religions were forbidden in 353 a. d, by Constan- 
tine’s descendants, but there was no serious attempt to enforce this 
edict until the end of the century. Pagan practices persisted in the West 
well into the fifth century, but their survival had no great importance. 
From the time of Constantine’s conversion, Christianity was the domi- 
nant religion. 

The triumph of Christianity made it possible to perfect the organiza- 
tion of the church. Even in the period of persecution the faithful had 
formed local units under the headship of a bishop, but much of the 
Empire had never been formed into bishoprics, and there was no agree- 
ment as to the size of the district which a bishop should control. In 
Africa and the East, where there were more Christians, bishops were 
very numerous, while they were rare in the West. Gradually the idea was 
established that the bishop’s district, or diocese, should correspond to 
the civitas. This correspondence was fairly complete in the West by the 
beginning of the fifth century, but it was never fully achieved in the 
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East. There the territorial jurisdiction of the numerous bishops was 
often restricted to the limits of a single small town. 

The power of the bishops was greatly increased by imperial priv- 
ileges. The clergy as a whole were partially exempted from the juris- 
diction of the civil courts, so that cases in which they were concerned 
might be tried in ecclesiastical courts presided over by the bishops. In 
certain cases, such as offenses against religion, even laymen were tried 
in the courts of the Church. Moreover, the state recognized the eccle- 
siastical penalty of excommunication, which barred the offender from 
all acts of Christian worship and even from social relations with any 
Christian. It was ruled that excommunication from the church in one 
place excluded the excommunicated from all orthodox churches. This 
weapon gave the bishops great power over all members of their churches. 

There was no doubt that the bishop was head of all the faithful of 
his diocese, but what were to be the relations between bishops? Here 
the establishment of a definite hierarchy was slower. It was, however, 
clear that the bishops of the larger towns would have a certain prestige 
which might become authority. This was especially true of the bishops 
in large towns whose churches had been founded by the apostles. Thus, 
in the East, the three patriarchs of Antioch, Alexandria, and Constan- 
tinople had great power. The last, although he did not claim apostolic 
origin, gradually came to be recognized as superior in authority to the 
other two. This was due mainly to the importance of his position as 
bishop of the imperial city. 

While the organization of the Eastern Church was delayed by the 
rivalry of the three patriarchs, the supremacy of the bishop of Rome was 
unchallenged in the West. In the early centuries the Church of Rome 
was the only one in the West which claimed apostolic foundation. More- 
over, an apparently authentic tradition stated that the Roman Church 
had been founded by Peter, the chief of the apostles, to whom had been 
given power to bind and to loose on earth and in heaven. The bishops of 
Rome were supposed to have inherited their authority from their great 
predecessor. In addition, the prestige of Rome, the capital of the world, 
to which people were accustomed to look for laws and guidance, naturally 
gave its bishops great authority. They increased this power by using it 
wisely. They were “always to be found on the side of a staunch but 
liberal orthodoxy.” By the beginning of the fifth century their decisions 
in matters of faith were accepted without question in the West and 
usually prevailed, though with more difficulty, in the East. Their power 
in administration was not nearly so great; each diocese still chose its 
own bishop and managed its own property without much outside super- 
vision. Yet the bishops of Rome already held a unique position, from 
which the powers of the medieval papacy were easily developed. 
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The Christian emperors of the fourth century caused the triumph 
of the faith, but they very nearly brought about the enslavement of the 
Church. They felt responsible for the guidance of the church as well as 
of the state, and believed it their duty to decide what was orthodox 
Christianity, to summon general councils, and to enforce the laws of 
the Church. They even made laws on purely ecclesiastical matters, such 
as the provisions forbidding rebaptism in the Theodosian Code. Bishops 
of the most important towns were often deposed and appointed by the 
emperor without ceremony. Except in matters of conscience, the em- 
peror’s right to direct ecclesiastical affairs was not questioned, and even 
in matters of conscience few men dared oppose him. Only the collapse 
of the Empire in the West freed the Roman Church from this tyranny. 
In the East, where the Empire survived, the Church remained sub- 
servient to the state. 

The Church was threatened, not only by the interference of lay author- 
ity, but also by the growth of heresy. In the beginning the simplest 
statement of the faith had been enough, but now men began to argue 
about the exact meaning and definition of every article of religion. They 
wanted an answer to every question and a logical relationship among 
all statements of belief. Naturally, not all men gave the same answers 
or found the same relationship, and those who differed from the accepted 
authorities were denounced as heretics. During the fourth century heresy 
threatened to split the Church into dozens of warring sects, and unity of 
faith was preserved only after a long struggle. 

Many heresies naturally centered around the mysterious nature of 
Jesus Christ, the Man-God. Was Jesus wholly human, or wholly divine? 
If neither, were the two natures mixed, or did each exist separately in 
him? If Jesus were the Son of God was he equal to or less than the 
Father? Was the Trinity a unity, a partnership, or a hierarchy? Dozens 
of heresies arose from these questions but only one is important in later 
history. This was Arianism, the belief taught by Arius and his follow- 
ers that Jesus, while God, was a lesser God created by the Father and 
not of the same substance or co-eternal with him. Arianism was strong 
in the East and for a while it almost caused civil war in the Empire. 
There were riots over the question in the streets of eastern cities, and 
co-emperors became bitter rivals as they took sides in the quarrel. In 
an attempt to settle the dispute, Constantine called the first general 
council of the Church at Nicaea in 325, and his practice was followed by 
his successors. In these councils the orthodox creed was defined, and 
finally triumphed, thanks to the unity of the West under the leadership 
of the pope. Although Arianism was eventually outlawed, Arian mis- 
sionaries had been sent to the Germans during the struggle. They were 
entirely too successful for the future peace of Europe, and when these 
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heretical Germans entered the Empire in the fifth century, the battle 
for orthodoxy had to be waged again. 

Another heresy, or rather, a rival religion which was a recurrent danger 
to the Church was the belief of the ^Manicheans. This sect took its name 
from Mani, who taught in Persia in the third century. Since the hlani- 
cheans were the most successfully persecuted of all the heretics, it is diffi- 
cult to describe their doctrine. Written records of their beliefs were 
carefully destroyed and descriptions of their faith given by Christian 
opponents are naturally biased. The Manichean religion seems to have 
been a mixture of old Persian beliefs with Christianity and a few other 
elements, but Christianity was not dominant in the final blend. For 
example, a fundamental IManichean belief was in the existence of the 
two eternal principles of good and evil. This world was the creation of 
the spirit of evil, whom they identified with the God of the Old Testa- 
ment. Jesus represented the principle of good, but he was killed by the 
jealousy of Jehovah. This part of their creed appealed strongly to many 
men in the fourth century. It was difficult to reconcile the obvious exist- 
ence of evil with the Christian conception of an all-powerful God. This 
caused as able a man as Augustine to accept the Manichean faith for 
nine years before he turned to orthodox Christianity. Manichean beliefs 
seemed almost dead at the end of the fifth century but they had a sur- 
prising revival after 1000, when they again threatened Christianity. 

The Church was endangered not only by heresy and state interference, 
but also by the indifference and immorality of some of its own members. 
When Christianity became the state religion many ambitious men joined 
the Church to secure the emperor’s favor. Indifferent and immoral people 
became nominal Christians because it was easier to drift with the ma- 
jority. The growing wealth and power of the Church attracted time- 
servers and politicians. The worldly bishop, more interested in easy 
living and intrigue than in his spiritual duties, was a not uncommon 
figure by the end of the fourth century. In short, now that the Church 
was identified with Roman society it suffered from many of the defects 
of Roman society. It could not force the mass of new converts to observe 
the high standards which had prevailed during the era of persecution. 
If the world had become Christian, Christianity was becoming worldly. 

A natural reaction was that many earnest Christians sought to put a 
new barrier between themselves and the world. Since mere profession 
of the Christian faith no longer insulated them from the temptations of 
the flesh, more drastic steps were needed. They renounced all secular 
occupations and interests, in order to prepare themselves for the next 
world. To avoid all distractions they retired to deserted or secluded 
places, where they often joined together to form groups devoted to the 
religious life. Thus the monastic idea! arose. 
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This withdrawal from the world commenced in lower Egypt. The 
legends of the hermit saints give a good idea of the first stages of the 
movement. The most renowned of the early ascetics was Anthony, who 
sold all his property and retired to the desert. At first he lived alone, 
combating the temptations which tormented him for fifteen years. 
Later others gathered around him, and he became the head of a com- 
munity which supported itself by manual labor and engaged in works 
of charity. Twice he visited the great city of Alexandria, once to seek 
martyrdom during a persecution, and a second time, at the head of an 
army of monks, to fight Arianism. He won great popular veneration, but 
was eager to return to the desert. “The fish die,” he said, “when they 
are drawn to land, and the monks lose their strength in towns.” 

By the middle of the fourth century there were thousands of hermits 
in the East. Some led a simple life of toil and prayer, others went to 
almost insane extremes of ascetism. A few were hypocrites who found 
that in their new way of life they could avoid work and enjoy the esteem 
of the people. Most of the monks, like Anthony, were fiercely orthodox 
and were very helpful in combating the Arians. Athanasius, the great 
opponent of Arianism, took two monks with him on a visit to Rome, and 
thus induced the West to take an interest in monasticism. Some ascetic 
communities were formed in Rome, under the guidance of Jerome, who 
was not only a great Christian writer, but also an enthusiastic advocate 
of monasticism. But Jerome himself, with many of his adherents, retired 
to Palestine, and other Western churchmen were not so well disposed 
toward the movement. Monasteries established in the West followed 
Eastern usages and had little influence during the fourth, and even most 
of the fifth centuries. Only in the sixth century, when Benedict had 
organized Western monasticism, did it become the Christian ideal in 
the West. 

Heresy and worldliness in the Church were combated not only by the 
monks but also by the great theologians of the fourth century. Of these, 
Augustine was probably the most influential, and his life illustrates 
many of the conflicts of the period. He was born in 354 in northern 
Africa. His mother was a Christian, but he received a pagan education, 
first in the classics and then in law. He had a reasonably happy and 
secure life for some years, during which time he acquired a mistress and 
a son. Yet he felt the same need for religious assurance experienced by 
others less fortunate than himself, and as a young man became a Man- 
ichean. After nine years this doctrine failed to satisfy him, and he 
studied neo-Platonism and then Christianity. Only after two years of 
investigation and self-examination was Augustine sure that he believed 
in Christianity. In 387 he and his son were baptized at Milan by Am- 
brose, one of the most influential bishops of the Western church. For 
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the rest of his long life. Augustine used his great talents as a scholar 
and writer to defend Christianity. He attacked the chief heresies of his 
time, and in the process defined many Christian doctrines. With his 
Manichean background, it is natural that he was interested in the prob- 
lem of reconciling the presence of evil with the e.\istence of an omnip- 
otent and omniscient God. In attacking the Pelagian heresj', which 
denied original sin, stressed free will, and minimized the importance of 
predestination, he had to clarify these essential doctrines of the Church. 
When the pagan minority blamed the collapse of tlie Empire on Chris- 
tianity, Augustine pointed out that the old gods had not always preserved 
Rome from disaster, and that in any case the future life was more im- 
portant than earthly prosperity. His Con fessions, which are a sort of auto- 
biography, describe his intellectual and spiritual experiences, and should 
be read by every one who wishes to understand the life of the late Roman 
Empire. His collected writings are so voluminous that a medieval scholar 
said no one could ever hope to read them all, but through them Augustine 
became the spiritual guide of Western Christendom. 

With all its weaknesses the Church was strong when it could find men 
like Augustine to serve it. The ablest, most intelligent, most energetic 
men in the fourth and fifth centuries were the leaders of the Church. 
There was passionate interest in and passionate devotion to Christianity 
at a time when few men were interested in preserving the economic and 
political institutions of the Empire. Loyalty to Christianity was taking 
the place of loyalty to the decaying Roman state; it was to be the 
medieval equivalent of patriotism. It was clear by the end of the fourth 
century that Christianity was the most vital element in Roman civiliza- 
tion, and that Roman civilization would survive only as far as it was 
taken over by Christianity. 



CHAPTER II 


THE DECAY OF THE ROMAN WORLD 
IN THE WEST 


1. The Early Germans 

jA CROSS the Rhine and the Danube lived the Germans, who were 
to replace the Romans as the rulers of the Western world. The 

J- — ^ Romans fought with them frequently and traded with them 
jL ^^intermittently, but they were not greatly interested in their 
customs and institutions. The Germans were barbarians, and they lived 
in a barbarous country ; that was all the average Roman wanted to know. 
“Who, indeed,” wrote Tacitus, “would leave Asia, or Africa or Italy to 
seek Germany, with its desert scenery, its harsh climate, its sullen man- 
ners and aspect ?” 

As a result of this attitude we have very little information about the 
early Germans. Most classical authors dismiss them with a few brief 
sentences. Medieval accounts of their laws and history were written 
long after they entered the Empire and cannot be relied on as evidence 
of their original condition. Archeological research has supplied some 
useful data, but most of what has been written on the early Germans 
(which is far too much) is derived from one little pamphlet, Tacitus’ 
Germania. Tacitus was no anthropologist and as far as we know he never 
visited Germany. His pamphlet was about the equivalent of a modern 
newspaper article ; he wanted to amuse as well as to give some rudi- 
mentary information. He wrote at the end of the first century a. d., and 
there is no reason to suppose that the Germans of the fourth century 
were exactly like those whom he describes. 

With this recognition of the weakness of the sources, a few generaliza- 
tions about the Germans may be risked. They were taller than the 
Romans, with light hair and blue eyes. However, the difference in phys- 
ical characteristics was not marked enough to cause a feeling of racial 
inferiority on either side. Individual Germans rose to high positions in 
Roman society and married Roman women. The offspring of these 
mixed marriages were not stigmatized as half-castes; in fact, several 
men of Germanic ancestry became emperors. Language is admittedly 
no clue to race, yet it is interesting to note that Latin and the Germanic 
tongues belong to the same general language group and that the Germans 
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found it easy to learn Latin, as well as to imitate the Romans in other 
ways. 

The Romans felt that Germany was a desolate region. “In general,” 
said Tacitus, “the country, though varying here and there in appear- 
ance, is covered over with wild forests and filthy swamps.” This is un- 
doubtedly an exaggeration, for the Germans knew how to raise grain, 
and had many cleared fields, yet it is true that much of the country was 
not under cultivation even as late as the eleventh century. Hunting 
was still an important activity and later laws indicate that cattle were 
a more important type of property than land. The Germans had great 
herds of swine and cattle, though their animals were rather small and 
of poor quality. The emphasis on hunting and grazing meant that the 
population was scattered and thin, and that migration was comparatively 
easy. 

The Germans knew the use of iron, of which they made their weapons 
and tools. They made elaborate, and sometimes very beautiful orna- 
ments of gold. While the more backward tribes wore furs, most of the 
Germans knew how to weave linen or wool and how to tan leather. They 
also made soap and baked vessels of earthenware. Except for metal- 
working, most of these activities were carried on by the women in their 
homes. While the Romans could do finer work, the Germans knew at 
least the rudiments of most of the Roman crafts. 

The Germans had no cities and preferred to live in villages made up 
of separate houses surrounded by open spaces. These houses were built 
of wood and roofed with reeds or straw. Since they had no chimneys, 
the fire, which was built in the center of the hut, often set fire to the 
roof and burned the house to the ground. In severe weather they took 
refuge in holes dug in hillsides which they banked with manure for the 
sake of warmth. They were very slow to learn the art of building in 
stone or brick ; here the Romans were greatly in advance of them. 

Living in scattered villages, with each household almost self-sufficient, 
the Germans naturally had no need of an elaborate political organiza- 
tion. A few thousand fighting men and their dependents formed a tribe. 
The tribe’s chief function was to make war on its neighbors or to defend 
itself from their attacks. In time of peace it had few political respon- 
sibilities ; it did not even try to settle all disputes among its members. 
Each family had the duty of protecting and answering for the behavior 
of its members, and a family of those days included very remote kins- 
men. A man might well be held responsible for the acts of a third or 
fourth cousin, and he would expect assistance from them in return. A 
powerful family, with many able-bodied men, avenged its own injuries 
on those who offended it. If, however, the injured family did not want 
to start a feud it could bring its grievances before the tribal assemblv- 
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The accused probably tried to establish his innocence by oaths of his 
friends or by ordeals.' If he failed, he paid a fine, with the assistance of 
his relatives. Even murder could be atoned for by money. The tribe could 
not force a family to settle its disputes in court, though public opinion 
gradually came to favor this means of ending a quarrel. 

Some tribes were led by a single king, others by several kinglets or 
chiefs. The chiefs were usually descended from families which were 
considered noble, although a man who was especially distinguished in 
war might occasionally be recognized as a leader. They had little direct 
power, even in time of war, since the Germans hated to obey orders. 
However, they might have great influence because of their wealth or 
their fighting ability. If the chiefs agreed, the tribe usually followed 
their advice. 

Important decisions were made in public assemblies, held in open 
places “either at the new moon or at the full moon.” All free men of 
military age had a right to be present and, since they came fully armed, 
the meetings were sometimes stormy. The chiefs consulted beforehand 
about the matters which were to be discussed, and they always made 
the first speeches. When the people agreed with a speaker, they clashed 
their weapons ; if they disagreed, they shouted him down. These assem- 
blies also judged law-suits, and witnessed formal acts such as the in- 
vesting of young men with their first arms. This was the sign that the 
youth had reached the age of manhood and made him a full-fledged 
member of the tribe. 

In order to increase their influence, the chiefs frequently enlisted 
groups of young warriors to serve them personally. Young men became 
bored when their tribe was at peace too long and often sought a di.stant 
leader who was renowned in war. He gave his dependents food, shelter, 
war-horses and weapons, and in return they owed him absolute fidelity 
and support in all his quarrels. In a battle it was a disgrace for any of the 
band of followers to survive his chief. A Roman historian, Ammianus 
Marcellinus, tells of a German king who surrendered after a defeat at 
Strasburg. “His companions, two hundred in number, and his three 
most intimate friends, thinking it would be a crime in them to survive 
their king, or not to die for him if occasion required, gave themselves up 
also as prisoners.” This devotion of the war-band — or comitatus as the 
Romans called it — to their chief was one of the strongest forces in the 
political life of the Germans. 

In general, loyalty to persons was far more important among the 
Germans than loyalty to institutions or ideas. The most binding obliga- 
tions were to the family, and to the chief to whom allegiance had been 
sworn. The power of the rulers depended more on their personal qual- 

’ For ordeals see below, p. 54. 
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ities than on the office they held. The Germans had no idea of the state, 
no idea that authority could be remote and impersonal. For this reason 
it was difficult to delegate power. Men feared and obeyed the ruler only 
when he was present ; a weak deputy was ignored, a strong one usurped 
the place of his superior without effort. This inability to conceive of 
political relationships except in terms of personal contacts and loyalties 
long remained a weakness of the Germans, and is very apparent in the 
kingdoms which they founded on the ruins of the Empire. 

There were important social distinctions among the early Germans. 
As we have seen, some families were considered noble, and they were 
usually much wealthier than the ordinary freemen. The priests also 
formed an influential and privileged class. The freemen were politically 
equal among each other, but might vary greatly in wealth. Below the 
freemen were slaves and men who were half-free. The half-free received 
smaller sums when they sued for injuries in the tribal assemblies ; other- 
wise they seem to have had the same rights as freemen. Most of the 
slaves were given individual plots of land to work for their masters, and 
were treated in somewhat the same way as the Roman colonus. Women 
were legally inferior to men. With the slaves, they did most of the hard 
work, and the husband bought his wife from her father. While monogamy 
was the usual rule, a chief might marry several women in order to form 
alliances with powerful neighbors. Yet, as Tacitus says, the Germans 
felt that women “possessed a certain sanctity and prophetic gift.” 
Old women’s prophecies were listened to with respect; some of the 
more successful wise women were honored as local deities after their 
death. 

According to Tacitus, family life among the Germans was much more 
stable than it was among the Romans. He praises German women for 
their chastity and fertility, obviously with the hope of edifying Roman 
ladies who had neither quality. His praise was probably exaggerated ; 
at least, the Germans found it necessary to decree severe punishments 
for adulteresses. They do not seem to have been especially tender to 
their children. Weak and sickly infants were exposed and left to die; 
the others amused themselves until they were old enough to assist their 
parents. 

Living in the forests and swamps, subject to endless hardship and 
danger, the German could hardly be a cheerful, easy-going man. He was 
fitful and passionate in temper and often gloomy in disposition. “Their 
song echoes to a homelier note of sorrow — to hunger and cold, howl of 
wolf, grinding of ice, exile and misery of friendless men, bitter toil on 
a wintry ocean ; such is the shadow to which a fierceness of delight in 
battle and slaughter makes the only contrast.” ^ Life was hard, and 

^ Gummere, Germanic Origins, p. 36. 
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amusements were reckless and violent. In time of peace the men loved 
to gather together for great drinking and gambling parties. It was no 
disgrace to drink for a night and a day. and they would stake all their 
property and even their liberty on a throw of the dice. But the great 
amusement was war, and courage was the great virtue, just as cowardice 
was the unpardonable sin. Cowards were loaded with stones and sunk 
in miry swamps so that their infamy might be hidden forever from 
human sight. Next to courage, hospitality was the most important virtue. 
It was a crime for a German to turn any man away from his door and 
almost as bad to be stingy w'ith entertainment. 

The Germans reverenced the forces of nature and the spirits of their 
ancestors. They had a dozen or more principal gods and innumerable 
spirits of the air, of the water, and of the woods. Sacred groves and 
sacred trees were the usual centers of worship. .Animals, and occasionally 
human beings, were sacrificed to the gods. After the sacrifice the wor- 
shipers feasted on the offering, if it were an animal. It is not certain 
that they ate human flesh, though Charlemagne many years later found 
it necessary to forbid the Saxons to burn and eat witches and wizards. 
Horses were the most common sacrifice, and in Christian times the eat- 
ing of horseflesh was considered infallible evidence of pagan beliefs— 
hence the popular prejudice against eating horsemeat. The religion of 
the Germans probably varied from place to place and from century to 
century, there %vas no organized creed and little connection between 
religion and morals. The people feared the gods, placated them by sacri- 
fices, and hoped thus to escape their ill-wdll. 

Such were the Germans of the age of Tacitus. During the next three 
centuries they seem to have become somewhat more advanced in po- 
litical and economic organization. This is not surprising, since they 
were in constant contact with the Romans during this time. There was 
an old tradition of hostility between the tw-o peoples, going back to the 
first century b. c., but even in w’ar the Germans learned from the Romans. 
By the end of the fourth century^, they were as good soldiers as the 
Romans, and their commanders were not inferior to imperial generals. 
To hold their owm with the Romans they had had to form larger po- 
litical units and place more power in the hands of one man. Little tribes 
coalesced to form great confederations, and most of the confederations 
were ruled by a single king instead of a group of chiefs. For example, the 
Alamanni, whom the Romans fought steadily in the fourth century, 
were a confederation whose name means simply “all men.” They seem 
to have had only one leader, or king, in time of war. The more famous 
Franks, or “free men,” were also a confederation which developed rather 
late in German history. Even tribes which were not in direct contact 
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with the Romans had to combine in order to protect themselves from 
these confederations. 

Rome was never at war with all the Germans simultaneously, and 
many sections of the frontier knew long periods of peace. The Romans 
held some thoroughly German territory for appreciable periods of time. 
Under Augustus they occupied Germany as far as the Elbe, only to be 
driven out when Arminius ^Hermann) annihilated the expeditionary 
force commanded by Varus. Augustus was so discouraged by this defeat 
that he advised his successors to remain content with the Rhine-Danube 
frontier. This line makes a very awkward angle, and later emperors 
tried to straighten it out by occupying the triangle of land between the 
upper Rhine and the upper Danube. This territory was well fortified 
and w'as held while the Empire was strong. Trajan conquered and colo- 
nized Dacia, the country which lay north of the lower Danube, but this 
province was lost during the troubles of the third century. Individual 
Roman traders pushed far beyond the frontier and sold their goods to 
the most remote tribes. From these contacts the Germans must have 
learned a great deal about Roman civilization. There is some evidence 
to show that agriculture became more important and that the area under 
cultivation increased during this period. 

Finally, there were many Germans settled in the Empire, temporarily 
or permanently. It was a regular Roman practice to demand that the 
leading families of defeated tribes send hostages to Rome. These hos- 
tages were shown the splendor of Roman civilization ; the younger ones 
received a Roman education, and when they returned home they intro- 
duced Roman ideas and frequently supported Roman policy. There were 
also many German tribes settled within the Empire. The lands held by 
the Romans were very thinly populated by our standards, and there 
seems to have been an actual decline in population during the last cen- 
turies of the Empire. The emperors felt keenly the shortage of manpower 
and saw no danger in admitting German tribes which had been weakened 
by defeats inflicted on them by the Romans or by fellow-Germans. 
These tribes were settled in exposed regions where Roman farmers had 
been discouraged by constant raids. They cultivated the fields and 
formed a sort of border militia w'hich protected the Empire against the 
attacks of their kinsmen. As the number of Romans available for service 
decreased, the regular army also became Germanized. By the fourth 
century the bulk of the army, including the highest officers, was com- 
posed of Germans. Here also the Empire was barbarized long before the 
so-called “barbarian invasions.” 

The Germans were more powerful and better organized in the fourth 
century than they had been before ; the Empire was undoubtedly weaker. 
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Yet the Germans had no idea of uniting to overthrow Rome. They still 
hated each other as much, if not more, than they did the Romans. Ger- 
man soldiers served Rome faithfully against their fellow-Germans. The 
prestige of Rome was still great, and Roman diplomacy was very active 
among the Germans. Many tribes received regular subventions from the 
imperial government, conditional on their good behavior. Roman agents 
persuaded dangerous tribes to make war on each other. Thus Ammianus 
Marcellinus tells us that the emperor Julian, threatened with attacks 
from the Alamanni, “decided to weaken them by stirring up against 
them the Burgundians, a warlike people, whose flourishing condition 
was due to the immense number of their young men, and who were there- 
fore to be feared by all their neighbors.” 

The Germans probably had a higher opinion of Roman civilization 
than many Romans. They wished to enjoy it, not to destroy it. If they 
could obtain the advantages of Roman civilization by settling in the 
Empire and serving Rome, they were glad to do so. If not, they could at 
least obtain a few Roman luxuries by border raids. Their deliberate 
policy hardly went further than this, and had it not been for outside 
forces, the old relations between Romans and Germans might have con- 
tinued for many more years. 

2. The Migrations 

For many generations the German tribes had been slowly migrating, 
usually toward the south. A people defeated in war would seek to put 
more distance between itself and its enemies. Victorious tribes needed 
more space for their growing population. Even if the population re- 
mained stationary, a tribe might have to change its home because primi- 
tive methods of agriculture had exhausted the soil, or because pasture 
for cattle was inadequate. There was a general desire to move to the 
sunny southern lands where the winter cold was not so severe, and where 
the ground was not encumbered by forests and swamps. Thus, in the 
first century b. c. the Cimbri and the Teutons had tried to seize the Po 
Valley, and the Helvetians had sought the fertile fields of Burgundy. 
These movements into the Roman sphere of influence had failed, and 
later direct attacks on the Empire had gained comparatively little terri- 
tory. Therefore the stronger tribes turned southeastward toward the 
Russian plains. Here there was little resistance, for the Slavs at this 
time were weak and unorganized. They were a fluid, unresisting people, 
able to fight only when led by foreigners, holding only the lands which 
no one else wanted. The easternmost Germans, the Ostrogoths, pushed 
far out into the plains above the Black Sea. Next to them were the 
Visigoths; and next to the Visigoths, on the middle Danube between 
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the present sites of Vienna and Budapest, were the Vandals. These three 
peoples had moved considerable distances, and had naturally caused 
other migrations as they seized new territories and abandoned old ones. 
Their movements may have aided in the formation of confederations of 
tribes in the West. Here we find the Alamanni in the angle formed by 
the Rhine and the Danube, the Burgundians on the Main, and the 
Ripuarian Franks on the lower Rhine. Just across the Rhine, in the low 
countries of northern Gaul, were the Salian Franks, who had been given 
land in the Empire by the emperor Julian. The Angles and Saxons, who 
were less well organized, lived along the North Sea between the Rhine 
and the Elbe. Farther to the east were the Lombards, about whom little 
is known at this time. There were other confederations in the interior, 
but the peoples named above were the ones who played the largest part 
in partitioning the Empire. 

The expansion of the Germans toward the southeast might eventually 
have relieved pressure on the Roman frontiers if Europe had been insu- 
lated from Asia. But there is no geographic barrier between Europe and 
Asia, and until the creation of a strong Russian state there was no po- 
litical barrier to protect the West from the shock of Asiatic invasions. 
The Urals are no great obstacle and in any case there is a wide corridor 
between the Urals and the Caspian Sea through which successive hordes 
have driven into the heart of Europe. From the fourth to the thirteenth 
century, Huns and Hungarians, Avars and Bulgars, Petchenegs and 
Mongols poured through that gateway, and did untold harm to the 
civilizations of eastern Europe. 

These invaders all belonged to the same general stock, the Ural- 
Altaian. They were the nomads who lived on the roof of the world, the 
great plateaus of central Asia. Excellent horsemen, inured to extremes 
of heat and cold, used to traveling a thousand miles between summer 
and winter pastures, it was no great effort for them to raid a people 
who lived three thousand miles away. Fortunately for their neighbors, 
their nomadic habits made it difficult to organize them into an effective 
fighting force ; ordinarily they acted in groups of a few families which 
had little contact with each other. But this lack of organization made it 
easy for a great w'arrior to gain power wdth a handful of men. The 
scattered nomads could not resist even a small army and most of them 
would rush to join the conqueror to avoid the penalties of defeat. The 
nomad armies grew like avalanches, and like avalanches they descended 
with terrifying speed on the great coastal civilizations of China, India, 
or Europe. In this way an empire greater than that of Rome might be 
created in twenty years. 

Such a raid was going on in the fourth century at the expense of 
China. A minor group of nomads, the Huns, were elbowed out by the 
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victors and were not allowed to share the spoils. They moved toward the 
west, picking up the remnants of tribes which had failed to join in the 
attack on China. Their army grew in the usual snowballing way, and 
when they burst out on the Russian plains about 370 a. d. no German 
people could stand against them. The Ostrogoths, who were the first to 
meet them, were almost annihilated, and the other Germans became 
panic-stricken. They believed that the Huns were the offspring of the 
union of witches and unclean spirits. The personal appearance of the 
invaders supported this theory. Jordanes, a Gothic historian, says they 
were “small, foul, and skinny” ; their faces were seamed with gashes ; 
their noses were broad and flat. They dressed in coarse linen tunics, 
which they never changed until they rotted ; on their heads they wore 
“a sort of helmet made of the skins of wild rats patched together.” It 
was believed that they ate their food uncooked, warming the raw meat 
by carrying it between their thighs and the backs of their horses. The 
terror caused by the Huns drove the Germans back against the Empire 
and each other. The resulting pressures were too great to be resisted 
by the weakened Roman state, and many of the German peoples crossed 
the frontier, either with or without the consent of the imperial govern- 
ment. 

The collapse of the Ostrogothic kingdom left the Visigoths exposed 
to the Huns. They felt that it was hopeless to fight and humbly begged 
the emperor to protect them by allowing them to cross the Danube and 
settle in Roman territory. They were already allies of the Romans and 
received a regular subsidy for guarding their side of the river, so there 
was nothing strange in their request. Many small tribes had been ad- 
mitted to the Empire in similar circumstances. Moreover, the Visigoths 
had absorbed a great deal of Roman civilization, and some of them were 
Christians even before the Council of Nicaea (32S a. d), since a Gothic 
bishop attended that meeting. Many more converts were made by Ulfilas, 
the great missionary to the Goths. He was born about 311 a. n. and was 
sent to Constantinople in his youth, probably as a hostage. There he 
learned Greek and Latin and was converted to Arian Christianity. He 
was consecrated as a missionary bishop in 341 and for the next forty 
years worked among his countrymen. For their sake he translated most 
of the Bible into Gothic, omitting the books of Samuel and Kings, which 
are so full of fighting. As he said, “The nation was already very fond of 
war, and needed the bit rather than the spur, so far as fighting was 
concerned.” In order to make his translation, Ulfilas had to invent an 
alphabet, based on Greek letters, with some additional forms borrowed 
from old Gothic runes or the Roman alphabet. A large portion of his 
version has been preserved and forms the chief basis for the study of the 
earlj' Germanic languages. Through his efforts Christianity was adopted 
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by many of the Visigoths and from them it spread to other Germanic 
peoples. Unfortunately, the Arian creed which he taught had been con- 
demned as heretical by the orthodox church, and many Germans who 
considered themselves good Christians received a rude shock when they 
entered the Empire. 

Thus the Goths, who were Christians and allies, might well have 
seemed sufficiently civilized to be no danger to the Empire. Yet the 
emperor hesitated before admitting them, perhaps on account of their 
numbers. They were one of the larger Germanic peoples. One estimate, 
probably exaggerated, puts the total at a million. However, in 376 the 
emperor Valens finally gave them permission to cross the Danube, but 
ordered that all their weapons must be surrendered. Unfortunately, the 
Roman troops sent to enforce this order were more interested in rape 
and robbery than in depriving the warriors of their swords and shields. 
They seized the young women, sold children into slavery, and plundered 
the wagons in which the Goths had stored their property. Once the 
Germans had crossed the river, Roman officials continued to exploit 
them and sold them loathsome food at starvation prices. According to 
Ammianus Marcellinus, the Romans, “having collected dogs from all 
quarters, with the most insatiable rapacity exchanged them for an equal 
number of slaves, among whom were several sons of men of noble birth.” 

Finally, maddened by their wrongs, the Visigoths revolted and began 
to ravage the country. The emperor Valens, after some indecisive fight- 
ing, attempted to crush them. In a pitched battle near Adrianople, 9 
August 378, “the lines dashed against each other, like the beaks of ships.” 
After a hard fight the Romans were routed. The emperor was slain, with 
almost two-thirds of his army, and for a short time the East was almost 
without protection. 

The soldiers lost at Adrianople were never replaced by men of equal 
training and loyalty, and from that time on Rome could not guard her 
outlying frontiers. Yet the immediate results of the battle were not dis- 
astrous. The Goths were rather puzzled as to what to do with their 
victory; they needed an emperor to use them and to pay them. They 
wandered about plundering, but made no effort to set up an inde- 
pendent government. When Valens was replaced by Theodosius, the 
last of the great emperors, they made peace with him quickly and fought 
loyally for him during his reign. Until his death in 39S, Theodosius held 
the Empire together by his military ability and his skill in dealing with 
the Germans. 

Theodosius left the Empire to his two sons, Arcadius and Honorius, 
the former ruling from Constantinople and the latter from Ravenna. 
Both were under age and actual power was in the hands of their min- 
isters. The most important of these ministers was Stilicho the Vandal, 
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who had great power in the West. Other officials were jealous of him 
and he was often too busy defending himself to defend the Empire. 
Alaric, the leader of the Visigoths, hoped to profit from this dissension 
and asked for a high command in the Roman army.. When his request 
was refused he persuaded his people to revolt. Thus the great migration 
of the Visigoths began, which was to last more than a generation. 

The first move of the Visigoths was to pillage Thessaly and Greece. 
Stilicho pursued them and apparently had them trapped, but they es- 
caped his army either through his carelessness or by his collusion. He 
may have felt it foolish to destroy good soldiers whom he hoped to 
control. After this episode Alaric was made governor of Illyrlcum, and 
the Visigoths settled down there for four years. Then in 401 they invaded 
Italy and fought an indecisive campaign with Stilicho during the next 
two years. In spite of the invasion they were again enrolled in the Roman 
army when the fighting was over. But the emperor Honorius was jealous 
of Stilicho and in 408 had him put to death on charges of treason and 
collusion with the barbarians. It seems quite possible that Stilicho was 
using the Visigoths for his own purposes, but at least he was able to 
hold them in check, a feat of which his successors were incapable. 

As soon as he heard of Stilicbo’s death Alaric began to threaten Rome. 
He seems to have hoped to blackmail Honorius into giving him an 
annual subsidy in grain and money, and recognizing him as ruler of the 
country around the head of the Adriatic. Honorius was safe in impreg- 
nable Ravenna and was rather slow in meeting .Marie's terms. The 
Visigoths finally lost patience and marched on Rome, capturing the 
city in August, 410. The Romans were robbed, but the lives of most 
of the population were spared and little permanent damage was done to 
the city. Nobles from Gaul who visited Rome after 410 still spoke of it 
as a great and flourishing city. 

The capture of Rome did not disturb the incompetent emperor, who 
seems to have been incapable of any deeper emotions than fear and 
jealousy, but it was a tremendous shock to other Romans, and it dealt 
another blow to Roman prestige among the Germans. The pagan minor- 
ity attributed the fate of Rome to the anger of the gods whose altars 
had been deserted. To answer these critics St. Augustine wrote his great 
book on The City of God. His central idea was: “The City of God 
abideth forever, though the greatest city of the world has fallen in ruin.” 
The book and this idea had a mighty influence on medieval thought. 

Alaric died soon after the sack of Rome. His successor led the Goths 
out of Italy and through southern Gaul to Spain. There they fought as 
soldiers of the Empire against Germans who had invaded Spain while 
the Goths were distracting the attention of the central authorities. After 
they defeated these rivals, they recrossed the Pyrenees and established 
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a kingdom which eventually included most of Spain and the portion of 
Gaul south of the Loire. They took complete control of the government 
of these regions, yet they still claimed to be soldiers of the Empire. This 
was not mere pretense ; they fought for the Empire under the command 
of a Roman general in the great battle against the Huns in 4S1. They 
remained faithful to Alaric’s plan of making the Goths an autonomous 
people within the Empire — a people which would have full powers of 
government in its own territory, while respecting the unity of the Roman 
world and the preeminence of the emperor. 

The curious relationship between Goths and Romans may be illus- 
trated by a romantic story which, strangely enough, has been overlooked 
by the historical novelist. The incompetent emperors Honorius and 
Arcadius had a sister, Galla Placidia, who seems to have been the best 
man of the family. This lady was captured by the Visigoths during an 
attack on Rome. She was well treated, but was kept a prisoner while 
Alaric tried to extort favorable terms from Honorius as a condition of 
her return. After Alaric’s death his brother Athaulf fell in love with 
Placidia and they were eventually married. A year later Placidia was 
left a widow by the murder of her husband. She was treated with great 
ignominy by his successor, who, fortunately for her, lived only a few 
days. The next Gothic ruler sent her back to her brother in order to get 
supplies and recognition of his position in Aquitaine. Once in Italy, she 
married a former suitor, an able Roman general, who eventually became 
co-emperor with Honorius. By him she became the mother of the 
future Valentinian III, but soon after the child’s birth both her husband 
and her brother died. She knew another period of adversity during the 
brief reign of a usurper, but Valentinian was soon recognized as emperor. 
Since he was only seven, Galla Placidia became regent and for the next 
twenty-five years, from 42 S to 4S0, she was the actual ruler in the West. 
This is the barest outline of the story of this remarkable woman who 
was queen of the Goths and empress of Rome.^ 

As we have seen, when Alaric began the invasion of Italy, Roman 
troops had to be recalled from the Rhine and upper Danube frontiers. 
The Germans massed in this region seized the opportunity to enter the 
Empire. They were aided by the fact that certain Roman generals, who 
were trying to set themselves up as emperors of the Gauls, hoped to use 
them as allies. Among the first of these peoples to move were the Vandals, 
accompanied by smaller groups from other tribes. After crossing Gaul, 

^ The tomb of Galla Placidia at Ravenna is one of the most important archi- 
tectural monuments of the period. The body of the empress was embalmed, dressed 
in royal robes and placed in a sitting position in the tomb. For over a thousand 
years she could be seen there, but unfortunately some children, playing with a 
torch, set fire to the body and burned it to ashes. See Hodgkin, Italy and Her 
Invaders, I, 888. 
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they occupied Spain, but lost most of it to the Visigoths, who were 
theoretically acting in behalf of the legitimate emperor. While the Van- 
dals retained the southern part of Spain until 428 or 429, they seem to 
have been annoyed by their northern neighbors, and eventually their 
leader Gaiseric decided to move to Africa. Before crossing the straits, 
Gaiseric ordered his people to be counted and is said to have found that 
there were eighty thousand males, including old men and babies.^ Prob- 
ably no more than half of these could be counted on for fighting. This 
gives a rough indication of how insignificant the Germans were in rela- 
tion to the total Roman population. If the Romans could have used all 
their manpower against the Germans, the barbarians would have been 
in a hopeless position. 

Roman Africa was no more united in opposition to the Germans than 
was Spain or Gaul. As usual there were jealousies among imperial offi- 
cials, and one group allied themselves with the Vandals. Gaiseric and 
his followers moved along slowly, taking one Roman province after an- 
other. They were momentarily checked at Augustine’s city of Hippo, 
which they besieged in vain for fourteen months. The aged bishop 
finished his last book during the siege, but died before the Vandals 
abandoned the attack. However, when Carthage fell in 439, the Vandals 
were masters of all of North Africa. From this base they turned to the 
sea and soon became noted pirates. In 455 they made a famous raid on 
Rome which has given them undeserved notoriety. As usual, they were 
called in by one faction of Romans eager for revenge on their opponents. 
The Vandals found the city defenseless and they sacked it thoroughly 
and leisurely for fourteen days. They had promised Pope Leo, who had 
tried to restrain them, that there would be no murder, no torture, and 
no arson, and on the whole they kept their word. They did little wanton 
damage; they were guilty of robbery rather than of “vandalism.” Later 
Roman emperors did much more harm to the city by removing the metal 
roofs of public buildings to make armor and weapons. 

In Africa the Vandals ruined many rich Romans by seizing much of 
tteir land and imposing heavy taxes on the rest. They were Arians, and 
frequently destroyed Catholic churches, or handed them over to heretical 
congregations. But they did not oppress the poor as the Romans had 
done, and a Catholic contemporary admits that they raised the standard 
of morality in the kingdom. 


Vhile the great Gaiseric lived, the Vandals were a power in Mediter- 
ranean politics. After his death in 477, they declined rapidly. They had 
never been very numerous, and as they mixed with the Romans they lost 
fighting ability. Probably, in absorbing Roman civilization, they 
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absorbed its political and economic weaknesses. In 534 the Vandal 
kingdom was conquered in a single campaign by a Roman general sent 
out from Constantinople, and the Vandals ceased to exist as a separate 
people. It is interesting to note that the inhabitants of North Africa 
regretted the easy rule of the Vandals when Roman methods of tax- 
ation were reintroduced after the conquest. 

The migrations of the Visigoths and the Vandals are especially inter- 
esting because these two tribes passed through all sections of the Empire 
except Britain and the extreme East. They show that everywhere the 
Empire was weak, Roman officials were jealous of each other, and the 
population was indifferent to a change of rulers. The other migrations 
may be dealt with more summarily, as they merely illustrate the same 
points. 

The Burgundians became restive when they saw the march of the 
Visigoths and the Vandals, and they were allowed by Honorius to enter 
the Empire. When they seized too much territory, they were badly de- 
feated by a Roman army, but the remnant of the people were allowed 
to keep the land near the lake of Geneva. From this base they pushed 
forward again into the valley of the Rhone, where they formed a Bur- 
gundian kingdom. The Franks were also allowed to cross the Rhine and 
settle in the northeast corner of Gaul. Here another barbarian kingdom 
arose, eventually to be the strongest of all. A little later the Angles, 
Saxons, and Jutes began the conquest of Britain. The Roman garrison 
had been withdrawn from the island soon after 400 by the generals who 
were fighting for the imperial title in Gaul. Britain, left to its own de- 
vices, seems to have split up into petty states which could not cooperate 
with each other. As a result there was no central authority to deal with 
the invading Germans, and Britain suffered more from them than any 
other province. 

On the continent the position of the Germans was regularized by 
officials of the dying Empire. The barbarians were accepted as soldiers 
in the imperial army, they were assigned lands for settlement, and they 
were accepted as lawful rulers by the Roman population. They did not 
have to act as conquerors and they did very little damage to Roman 
civilization. But in Britain no one had authority to make arrangements 
with the Angles and Saxons, who seem to have been more ferocious and 
less Romanized than other Germans. As a result the island had to be 
conquered foot by foot ; after a century and a half of fighting the native 
population was still holding out in the West. Roman civilization, Roman 
cities, and the Christian religion practically disappeared in England. 

While the outlying provinces dropped off one by one, Italy remained 
subject to the emperor. During the long reign of the w^eak Valentinian 
III, court politics were dominated by the emperor’s mother, Galla 
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Placidia, while the army was controlled by Aetius. Aetius, the last great 
R.oman general in the West, was of barbarian descent, and his childhood 
was spent as a hostage among the Huns. By skilfully playing off one 
barbarian people against another he maintained the balance of power in 
the West, and preserved a semblance of imperial suzerainty even in the 
abandoned provinces. He succeeded in making the Vandals agree to pay 
tribute in 435 ; he checked the Burgundians in 437 ; he held the Franks 
in a small corner of Gaul, and even restrained the powerful Visigoths. 
Because of his early life among the Huns, he was on friendly terms with 
that people, and frequently used Hunnish troops in his operations 
against the Germans. Yet when the Huns became dangerous, he was 
able to use German troops to defeat them. In short, he had mastered 
the Roman principle of “divide and rule,” and if he had had equally 
able successors, the Empire might have retained Italy and even part of 
Gaul. 

The importance of the victory won by Aetius over the Huns has often 
been exaggerated. While the Huns dominated many German tribes of 
central Europe, their chief strength was in the East, and the eastern 
part of the Empire had suffered more from their raids than the West. 
They were showing a tendency to break up into small groups when they 
were united by Attila, “the scourge of God” (434-453). He first raided 
the East and forced the emperor at Constantinople to pay a large sum 
of gold and promise an annual tribute in return for peace. He then 
turned to the W'est and invaded Gaul with a force which included many 
Germans. Aetius met him near Troyes in the summer of 451 with an 
army which was also largely German. Attila was defeated, largely by 
the bravery of the Visigoths who were fighting for Rome, but his army 
was by no means destroyed. The next year he invaded Italy, razed 
Aquilea to the ground, and plundered or took ransom from many other 
cities. Venice is said to have been founded at this time by fugitives who 
fled to its mud-banks in terror at the approach of the Huns. Attila ap- 
proached Rome, but was persuaded to make peace and withdraw by 
Pope Leo. The troops of the Huns were suffering from disease and 
famine and were harassed by a Roman army, so that the efficacy of 
Pope Leo s action does not have to be explained, as it later was, by a 
miracle. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the pope, and not the 
emperor, protected Rome. Attila died the next year, and with his death 
the empire of the Huns crumbled to pieces. 

It should be clear from the sketch above that Aetius did not give 
Attila a decisive defeat, that the collapse of Attila’s empire was not due 
to the efforts of the Roman army, and that European civilization, such 
as it was at the time, was not greatly endangered by the Huns. The 
Huns had already passed the peak of their power in Attila’s day and 
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were depending on their German subjects and allies. Regions occupied 
by the Huns for a century did not become Asiatic in civilization. Even 
if Attila had conquered Gaul, his successors would have lost it in a few 
years, as they lost most of his other territories. 

Aetius’ victory over the Huns gained him little favor with the emperor. 
Valentinian naturally distrusted a general who was too clever, and 
Aetius had a bad record of political intrigues. The emperor was easily 
persuaded that Aetius was a traitor and murdered him with his own 
hands. Aetius was avenged, curiously enough, by two Huns who had 
been in his service and who seized the first opportunity of murdering 
Valentinian. This double assassination was followed by the Vandal sack 
of Rome in 4SS. If any date can be taken to mark the end of Roman 
political power in the West this year has as good a claim as any. After 
455 neither the emperors nor their generals had much influence outside 
Italy. 

The list of ephemeral emperors after Valentinian has no significance. 
These rulers were puppets ; the remains of the Roman Empire in the 
West were controlled by the commanders of the army. Unfortunately, 
none of these men were as able as Stilicho or Aetius, and their attention 
was absorbed by political intrigues in Italy. In 475 one of these generals 
had his little son, Romulus, proclaimed emperor. Romulus was called 
Augustulus, “the baby emperor,” and before he could live down the title, 
the barbarian troops revolted against his father. The leader of the up- 
rising, Odovacar the German, deposed Romulus, “but granted him his 
life, pitying his infancy, and because he was comely.” Odovacar did not 
replace Romulus with a new puppet. Instead he had the Roman Senate 
write to Constantinople that a separate emperor in the West was no 
longer necessary. One emperor was enough; Italy would be under his 
suzerainty ; and Odovacar was just the man to rule Italy for him. 

This is what happened in the year 476, and it has frequently been 
called the “fall of the Roman Empire.” This seems to exaggerate the 
importance of an event which was neither unique nor catastrophic. An- 
other province had come under the control of a German king, that was 
all. It was shocking, perhaps, that this new German kingdom was in 
Italy, the old center of the Empire, but even for this there were prec- 
edents. Italy had in fact been controlled by barbarian or semi-barbarian 
generals ever since the time of Stilicho, and there had been years before 
476 when there was no emperor in the West. Rome and Italy had been 
declining in importance for the last three centuries, especially since 
Constantine had founded his new capital on the Bosporus. The strength 
of the Empire was in the East in the fifth century and Odovacar’s act 
did not injure the power of the emperor at Constantinople. No one felt 
that the Empire ended in 476, or that Italy was outside the Empire after 
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that date. There was only one Empire, whether there were one, two, four, 
or six emperors ; there was only one Empire, even if barbarian peoples 
claimed autonomy. The emperor at Constantinople asserted his author- 
ity in the West as soon as possible after Odovacar’s seizure of power. 

To regain control of the West he adopted the old policy of setting one 
German” people against another. The East at this time was suffering 
from a rebellion of the Ostrogoths. The remnant of this people, after 
escaping from the Huns, had entered and served the Empire, but as they 
grew stronger they became unruly. They had a remarkable leader, 
Theodoric, who had been a hostage at Constantinople, and later a com- 
mander in the imperial army. He was a great admirer of Roman civiliza- 
tion and had received the high Roman titles of senator, patrician, and 
consul. Yet, like most Germans in the service of Rome, he felt that he 
and his people deserved more political power and a greater share of 
Roman wealth than they were given. He started a rebellion and had 
reached the gates of Constantinople when the emperor succeeded in 
making terms with him. It was agreed that Theodoric was to subdue 
Odovacar and act as the emperor’s representative in the West. Thus the 
authority of the Empire would be reasserted where it was weakest, and 
the dangerous Ostrogoths would be removed from the neighborhood of 
the capital. 

The plan worked to the satisfaction of both parties. After some hard 
fighting, Odovacar was defeated and killed, and Theodoric became 
master of Italy in 493. He founded an Ostrogothic kingdom which pre- 
served Roman civilization as far as was possible. The suzerainty of the 
emperor was admitted ; his image was placed on coins ; the Roman ad- 
ministrative system was preserved. Yet in actual practice Theodoric had 
independent power in Italy. His policy toward the other German kings 
was very like that of Aetius. By skilful diplomacy and threats of force 
he kept the balance of power and preserved at least the memory of 
imperial unity among the peoples of the West. But with all his reverence 
for Roman tradition Theodoric w'as a German king rather than an im- 
perial general, and his triumph meant that all the West was now subject 
to barbarian rulers. 


3. The Germanic Kingdoms 

In spite of Theodoric’s success, or rather, because of it, the Roman 
Empire was dead as a political organization in the West by the year 500. 
It did survive as a political ideal, and its culture and economic organiza- 
tion remained dominant everywhere except in Britain. But the political 
history of the West after 500 is the history of the barbarian kingdoms 
rather than the history of the Empire. Theodoric’s presence in Italy pre- 
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vented the emperor from intervening directly in the West, and to other 
rulers Theodoric’s position as king of the Ostrogoths was more important 
than his position as representative of imperial authority. 

This division of the West into separate kingdoms ruled by barbarians 
shows again the fundamental weakness of the Empire. The Germans 
were a minority, usually a very small minority, everywhere. Yet the 
Roman population acquiesced in their rule, and does not seem to have 
regretted either the loss of political unity or the collapse of the imperial 
administrative system. Political unity had not made the West economi- 
cally interdependent, and the division of that region into separate king- 
doms does not seem to have made the economic situation any worse than 
it was. Ordinary trade was already on a local basis, and the luxury 
trade with the East was not greatly affected by the loss of political unity. 
There was no reason for the inhabitants of the West to regret the im- 
perial government, which had given neither prosperity nor protection in 
recent years in return for the taxes it collected. Men who had lost their 
freedom took no interest in politics, political life in the cities was dead, 
and the land-owning class, secluded on its estates, seems to have hoped 
that the new rulers would not interfere with a comfortable, gentlemanly 
life. 

In short, the inhabitants of the West felt that the Empire was not 
worth making an effort to preserve. There were many contributory 
reasons for this feeling. Declining population made it hard to support 
an elaborate administrative system or to defend the frontiers. Lack of 
original ideas and excessive veneration of the past made the upper classes 
indifferent to and ignorant of contemporary conditions. Preoccupation 
with religion took the place of patriotism among the lower classes. Yet 
it is hard to avoid the conclusion that all these phenomena were surface 
manifestations of a profound economic maladjustment which was re- 
sponsible for loss of initiative, declining population, and general dis- 
content and unhappiness. The best proof of this statement lies in the 
fact that the Empire survived in the East. The East suffered from most 
of the weaknesses of the West. It was as badly governed and as heavily 
taxed; its population was even more mixed and its basic culture was 
older ; it was even more interested in religion and the future life. The 
one great contrast between the East and the West was economic. The 
East had an active trade and a certain amount of industry. Eastern 
merchants were middlemen between Persia, India and China, and the 
West. Eastern cities were prosperous when Western towns were ruined. 
As we shall see later, the East had other things in its favor, including a 
certain amount of pure luck, but the economic advantage seems to have 
been the most important. 

The West was ready to abandon Roman political organization, while 
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preserving Roman social and economic organization. This seems to have 
been the desire of both Germans and Romans. The Germans wanted to 
enjoy the Roman standard of living without subjecting themselves to 
the emperor. The Romans wanted to live on as Romans without sup- 
porting the burden of taxes and the bureaucracy. This attitude appears 
everywhere, but is most marked in Italy under the rule of Theodoric. 

Under Theodoric the Romans preserved their own system of taw, 
their own courts, and their own administrative system. High officials 
were named by the king, but since Romans of good family were ready 
to serve him, this worked no hardship on the native population. In fact, 
the government seems to have been more honest and more efficient at 
this time than under the last emperors. The Goths had complete control 
of the army, and they were tried by their own law in their own courts, 
but since they were not numerous this caused no more confusion than 
the existence of military courts does today. Suits between Romans and 
Goths were tried in mixed courts. The Goths received a third of the 
lands in Italy, but the distribution was made by Roman officials, ap- 
parently without violence. Italy was one of the regions where it seems 
most certain that the population had declined, and for this reason there 
should have been plenty of land. It is also possible that earlier German 
armies, such as that of Odovacar, had received lands, and that the Goths 
merely took over these holdings. They seem to have adopted Roman 
agricultural practices, including the villa system. 

It will be remembered that Theodoric was a great admirer of Roman 
learning. He tried to encourage intellectual work by attracting leading 
Roman writers to his court. Thus his secretary was Cassiodorus, a 
Roman of illustrious descent, and one of the most learned men of his 
day. The letters which Cassiodorus wrote are curious productions by our 
standards, for he could not issue the simplest administrative order with- 
out obscuring the point with flowery elegance and recondite information. 
When Theodoric had to decide what was to be done with a murderer 
who had taken refuge in a church, Cassiodorus’ version of the sentence 
was as follows : 

We decide that capital punishment shall be remitted out of reverence 
for his place of refuge, but he shall be banished to the Vulcanian (Lipari) 
islands, there to live away from the paternal hearth, but ever in the midst 
of burning, like a salamander, which is a small and subtile beast of kin 
to the slippery worm, clothed with a yellow color. The substance of volcanoes, 
which IS perpetually destroyed, is by the inexplicable power of nature per- 
petually renewed. The Vulcanian islands are named for Vulcan, the god of 
fire, and burst into eruption on the day when Hannibal took poison at the 
court of Prusias. It is especially wonderful that a mountain kindling into 
such a multitude of flames, should be half-hidden by the waves of the sea.^ 

’ As translated by Hodgkin, in Letters of Cassiodorus. 
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It must have been a consolation to the murderer to receive such an 
interesting sentence. At the same time the letter illustrates the continu- 
ing decline of Roman culture. Theodoric cannot be blamed for the lan- 
guage and style, since he gave his secretary a free hand. The Roman 
literary tradition was being barbarized from within. 

Another great Roman scholar in the service of Theodoric was Boe- 
thius. Like Cassiodorus he came of a good family and received an ex- 
cellent education. He held high office under Theodoric, but his chief 
interest seems to have been his literary work. Unlike most of his con- 
temporaries, he was well aware of the value of Greek learning, and his 
great service to Western civilization was his series of translations from 
the Greek. Through Boethius, Aristotle’s logic, the arithmetic of 
Nicomachus, the geometry of Euclid, the mechanics of Aristotle, the 
musical theory of Pythagoras, and the astronomy of Ptolemy were pre- 
served in part and transmitted to medieval students. This was only a 
fragment of Greek science, but it was better than nothing. Boethius was 
later accused of treason, whether justly or not, it is now impossible to 
decide, and was cast into prison. There he composed the last great work 
of Roman eloquence. The Consolation of Philosophy, a book which en- 
joyed great popularity for over a thousand years, and was translated 
by both Alfred the Great and Chaucer. As its title suggests, Boethius 
attempted to console himself in his misfortune by meditations on philo- 
sophical, or rather ethical, topics. Soon after finishing the book he was 
condemned by the senate at the behest of Theodoric and was executed in 
S24. 

Theodoric tried to preserve other elements of Roman civilization in 
addition to literature. He fostered agriculture, repaired the roads, and 
kept up the aqueducts. He gave careful attention to the preservation of 
public buildings and monuments and built new ones. He even continued 
the old tradition of “bread and games” for the proletariat at Rome. He 
gave Italy the last long period of peace it was to know for centuries and 
established his frontiers on the Danube and the Rhone. Yet he was un- 
able to establish an enduring state or to ensure future prosperity for the 
civilization he so admired. 

Theodoric’s great difficulty seems to have been that both he and 
most of his people were Arians. Personally he was quite tolerant, as is 
shown by letters which he dictated. 

We cannot order a religion because no one is forced to believe against 
his will. ... To pretend to rule over the spirits is to usurp the rights of 
the Divinity. The power of the greatest sovereigns is limited to exterior 
police. They have a right to punish only the disturbers of the public order, 
which is placed under their guard, and the most dangerous heresy is that 
of a prince who separates from him a part of his subjects simply because they 
do not believe what he does. 
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Following these principles, Theodoric gave gifts to the Roman church 
and for many years left it independent, except when a contested papal 
election caused disorder and bloodshed. Then he suppressed the dis- 
order, but refused to intervene further. But the Eastern emperors were 
not so tolerant and persecuted Arians with increasing severity. The- 
odoric could not endure this attack on his fellow-religionists and toward 
the end of his life became much more hostile to Catholics. He became 
suspicious of his Roman officials, and this very suspicion may have 
caused them to plot against him. Boethius and other Roman nobles were 
victims of this unfortunate state of affairs, and Theodoric’s last years 
saw a growing breach between Goth and Roman, Arian and Catholic. 

Theodoric’s immediate successors were incompetent and the Goths 
were so weakened by factional strife that they seemed to invite conquest. 
The emperor at Constantinople at this time was Justinian, a very ambi- 
tious ruler who dreamed of regaining all the territory which the Empire 
had lost in the West. His first campaign against the Vandal kingdom in 
Africa was a complete success, and this encouraged him to send his vic- 
torious general Belisarius against the Goths in Italy. But the Goths 
fought with more vigor than the Vandals, and the native population does 
not seem to have given much help to the imperial general. The war began 
in 536, but not until 554 was the last Gothic king killed, and the last 
Gothic army destroyed. Meanwhile there had been years of terrible 
fighting. Rome had endured three exhausting sieges, and other barbarians 
had poured across the unguarded northern frontiers. Italy suffered more 
from the reconquest by the Empire than it had from any of the bar- 
barian “invasions.” 

Justinian regained not only Italy and Africa, but also the Mediter- 
ranean islands and, thanks to civil strife among the Visigoths, the 
southeastern corner of Spain. He had made great progress in his plan 
for reviving the Empire in the West. But he had succeeded only by 
imposing unendurable burdens on his subjects in the East and by de- 
stroying the most civilized and promising of the Germanic kingdoms. 
Worse still, his revived Empire was no more able to gain the loyalty 
and promote the welfare of its subjects than its predecessor had been. 
Italy, suffering once more from heavy taxes, misgovernment, and po- 
litical intrigues, regretted the rule of the Goths. The eunuch Narses, who 
had succeeded Belisarius as commander of Justinian’s army during the 
Gothic war, ruled Italy with absolute power and accumulated an enor- 
mous private fortune while he was in office. It is not surprising that there 
was little resistance to the new wave of German invaders. 

The new invaders were the Lombards, a German people who had 
originally lived far from the Roman frontier, but who had moved down 
to the Danube border during the great migrations. There they had be- 
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come allies of the Empire, and some of them had served in Italy under 
Narses during the final campaigns against the Goths. They had con- 
quered a rival tribe, the Gepidae, and had gained valuable reinforcements 
by absorbing fragments of other peoples, notably a large group of Saxons. 
The Lombards are said to have been more barbarous than other Ger- 
mans, but of this there is no adequate proof. However, compared to the 
Goths, they had had little contact with Roman civilization, and they 
seem to have been less interested in it, or less able to adapt themselves 
to it. 

The Lombards entered Italy in 568 under the leadership of their able 
king Alboin. Italy, exhausted by the Gothic war, and disgusted with 
the imperial administration, could offer little resistance to these hard- 
ened warriors. All the northern part of the peninsula was overrun by the 
barbarians ; only Rome and a few other fortified towns held out. Alboin 
was murdered soon after his army had overcome the last resistance in 
the North, and since no one was strong enough to take his place, the 
invaders were divided under the leadership of thirty-five dukes. This 
stopped their progress toward the South, and the Empire was able to 
preserve a few fragments of Italy, some of which it kept for centuries. 
These territories included Genoa, Rome, and Naples on the west coast, 
Venice with its hinterland, Ravenna, and the region around Ancona on 
the east coast, Perugia and surrounding lands in the center, and the 
whole heel and toe of the peninsula. 

This division of Italy between Lombard and imperial holdings has 
influenced the political and social development of the country down to 
the present day. From the Lombard invasion to the reign of Victor 
Emmanuel II, Italy was never united under one government. The in- 
vaders were numerous in the North, especially in the region which is 
now known as Lombardy, and their customs and laws had great in- 
fluence there. In the South, the population was predominantly Roman, 
or at least non-Germanic, and remained under Roman organization. 
Thus each region developed its own characteristics and the difference 
between them is still noticeable. The Lombards were weakened by their 
failure to gain all Italy, and especially by the fact that Rome itself re- 
mained in the hands of their enemies. If they could have taken Rome in 
their first rush into the peninsula, there would have been few protests, 
but later attacks on Rome were always denounced by other rulers as 
attacks on the pope and the Church. Even when it was reunited under a 
single king, the Lombard state was never very strong, since it lacked 
some of the chief cities of Italj' and was on bad terms with the papacy. 
Nor were the Lombards as ready as the Ostrogoths to accept and pre- 
serve Roman civilization, since they were engaged in constant hostilities 
with the Empire. Yet, if the Lombards were weakened by the Empire’s 
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retention of part of Italy, the Empire had great difficulties in protecting 
its holdings. The emperor’s representative, the exarch of Ravenna, was 
badly placed to govern and defend such widely separated lands, most 
of which he could reach only by sea. The emperor tended to concentrate 
his efforts on South Italy, the largest and wealthiest of the districts still 
under his control. The papacy profited from these conditions. The pope 
usually had greater prestige than any official in Rome, and he was 
frequently the outstanding representative of Roman authority in all 
North Italy. As a result, the pope became temporal ruler of the city of 
Rome with its dependent territories and gradually developed claims to 
other imperial lands in the North, especially the strip running across 
the peninsula through Perugia to Ancona and Ravenna. Thus began 
the political power of the papacy and the first idea of a papal state. 

Had it not been for Justinian’s attack, the Ostrogoths might have 
formed the dominant Germanic kingdom. As it was, the leadership of 
the West, which they had unquestionably possessed under Theodoric, 
passed to the Franks. This people had not been very important during 
the early migrations, and we have little authentic information about 
their early history. Our best source is the History of the Franks written 
by Bishop Gregory of Tours, in the latter half of the sixth century. But 
while Gregory was fairly accurate about events of his own time, he 
could not differentiate between legend and fact in the earlier period. 
About all that can safely be said of the Franks during their first migra- 
tion is that they settled in northern and eastern Gaul, that they occupied 
comparatively little territory, and that they were divided into several 
petty kingdoms. 

About 481, a boy named Clovis became king of one of these little 
Frankish states. His people lived in the valley of the upper Scheldt, 
grouped around Tournai. They were still pagan, rather backward in 
civilization but excellent fighters. Clovis first led them against the 
Romans living in the region between the Seine and the Loire. This part 
of Gaul had never been occupied by Germans, but since it had been cut 
off from the imperial government it had fallen under the rule of a Roman 
noble named Syagrius. Clovis defeated him in 486, and occupied all his 
territories, including Paris and Orleans. Then he turned on the other 
Frankish kings, most of whom were his kinsmen and all of whom were 
potential rivals. He slew one, who had aided him in the campaign against 
Syagrius, for demanding a share in the spoils. He killed another for 
failing to aid him. A master of intrigue, perfectly unscrupulous, he soon 
destroyed all his relatives who were, or might be, rulers. 

Nevertheless [says Gregory], in a general assemblage he is said to have 
spoken concerning the kinsmen whom he had himself destroyed: “Woe is 
me, who have remained like a pilgrim among foreigners, and have no kins- 
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men to aid me, if adversity befall me.” But he said this not because he 
grieved at their death, but with the cunning thought that he might perhaps 
find one still alive whom he could kill. 

In 496 he subdued the Alamanni. Then came a crucial campaign 
against the Visigoths, who held almost as much territory in the south 
of Gaul as Clovis possessed in the north, and in addition ruled most of 
Spain. In spite of their greater resources, the Visigoths were decisively 
defeated by the Franks at the battle of Vouille in 507. Theodoric the 
Ostrogoth intervened to keep the balance of power and saved the ex- 
treme south of Gaul for the Visigoths, but they were no longer a power 
in the country. Clovis now ruled most of Gaul ; only the Mediterranean 
coast and the Rhone Valley were in the hands of other rulers. No king 
north of the Alps was as strong as he, and the last possible danger to 
his leadership of his own people was ended when he succeeded in de- 
stroying the ruling family of the Ripuarian Franks soon after the victory 
over the Visigoths. Thus, in a quarter of a century, the insignificant 
kinglet of a petty tribe had become one of the most powerful men in 
Europe. 

The most important event in the life of this bloodthirsty barbarian 
was his conversion to Christianity. He had married a Burgundian 
princess, named Clotilda, who happened to be a Catholic, although most 
of the Burgundians were Arians. 

Queen Clotilda did not cease to urge him to know the true God and leave 
his idols. But he could in no wise be moved to believe these things till at 
last he once on a time fell into a war against the Alamanni. When the two 
armies met, there was a fierce and bloody struggle, and the host of Clovis 
was on the point of being destroyed. Seeing this, he raised his eyes to 
heaven, his heart was touched, and with tearful eyes he said: “Jesus Christ, 
Clotilda says that you are the son of the living God, and that you give help 
to those in trouble, and victory to those who put their hope in you: I pray 
you humbly for the honor of your aid. If you will now grant me victory 
over these my enemies, and if I thus experience that power which the people 
devoted to your name claim to have tested, I too will believe in you and 
be baptized in your name. For I have called on my own gods; but, as I 
find, they have forsaken me with their help.” ‘ 

He won the victory and kept his promise ; three thousand of his war- 
riors were baptized at the same time. The rest of the Frankish people 
soon followed the example of their king and accepted the Catholic faith. 

The consequences of this conversion were far-reaching, especially in 
political affairs. The mass baptism had little effect on the morals of 
Clovis and his warriors; they remained as violent and treacherous as 
ever. In fact, it might be said that the real work of converting the Franks 
to Christianity began after their baptism, and that the task took about 


' Gregory of Tours’ account, translated by Burr. 
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two hundred years. But in the political sphere, Clovis act brought im- 
mediate results. He was the first German king to become a Catholic; 
all his rivals were pagans or Arians. Consequently, he seemed a God-sent 
champion to many Catholics under Arian domination. This attitude was 
counteracted to some extent by the fact that both the Visigoths and 
Ostrogoths, who were the leading Arian peoples, were more Romanized 
than the barbarous Franks. A group of Romans fought for the Visigoths 
at Vouille, and hostility to Frankish rule persisted in southern Gaul for 
many years. Yet it is true that the only equivalent for patriotism at this 
time was religion, and that a king who held a belief different from that 
of the majority of his subjects could not count on their support. We 
have seen how Theodoric, with all his excellent qualities, was weakened 
by the Arian-Catholic controversy. Other German kings had the same 
trouble ; at best they could count on the neutrality, but not the active 
support of most of their Roman subjects. The Catholic Franks, on the 
other hand, despite their lack of Roman culture, soon gained the support 
of the papacy and of the bishops in Gaul, and this gave them great in- 
fluence over all their subjects. Their barbarism was forgotten because 
of their orthodoxy. Thus Gregory of Tours sums up Clovis’ career as 
follows: “The Lord cast his enemies under his power day after day, and 
increased his kingdom, because he walked with a right heart before 
Him, and did that which was pleasing in his sight.” Such is the language 
used by a conscientious and upright bishop concerning a king whose 
hands were red with the blood of his kinsmen, treacherously slain. Clovis’ 
orthodoxy probably played a part in inducing the emperor to confer 
upon him the titles of consul and patrician, thus making his rule more 
legitimate in the eyes of his Roman subjects. Clovis also used his religion 
as an excuse for wars of conquest. He is said to have announced his attack 
on the Visigoths in these words: “I cannot endure that those Arians 
should possess any part of Gaul. With God’s aid we will go against them 
and conquer their lands.” 

Clovis died in Sll, and the kingdom was divided among his four sons. 
They and their descendants ruled Gaul for the next two centuries. This 
dynasty is usually called the Merovingian, after a more or less mythical 
ancestor of Clovis named Meroweg. There has seldom been a ruling 
family whose members hated each other as bitterly, and attacked each 
other as treacherously, as the Merovingian. The fundamental reason for 
these familj' quarrels was the Frankish custom of dividing the kingdom 
among the sons of the last ruler. Each king then sought to deprive his 
kinsmen of their share, and battles and assassinations ended only when 
a lucky survivor had eliminated all his rivals. Thus Chlotar or Lothair, 
the youngest son of Clovis, succeeded in getting the whole kingdom into 
his hands by 558. In the process he murdered two of his young nephews 
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and got rid of a rebellious son by burning him and his family alive. Even 
the Franks felt that thi.s was going too far, and there was general relief 
when Chlotar died in 561. However, Chlotar’s sons were no great im- 
provement on their father and commenced a bloody series of civil wars 
which lasted until 613, when only one king was left. 

In spite of the division of the kingdom and the bad feeling among 
members of the royal family, the Franks continued to gain power in the 
sixth century. This was especially true during the reigns of the sons 
of Clovis, who were occasionally able to cooperate. Even during the 
worst of the civil wars the Franks lost no territory and remained the 
strongest German people in the West. Their first great conquest after 
Clovis was that of the Burgundian kingdom in the Rhone Valley. While 
the king of the Burgundians was a Catholic, most of his warriors were 
Arian, so the religious excuse could be invoked again. Provence was 
seized when the Ostrogothic kingdom collapsed. Across the Rhine, Ba- 
varia and southern Thuringia were added to the Frankish domains. 
These successes of the Franks may seem surprising, in view of their 
domestic difficulties, but they had great advantages over their rivals. 
As we have seen, they were favored by the Church, and in the long run 
they obtained more active support from their Roman subjects than the 
other Germans. They were greatly aided by their geographical position. 
They never lost touch with Germany or with their old homes on the 
Rhine. They avoided the terrific wastage of manpower incurred in 
migrations such as those of the Goths or the Vandals ; they could always 
replace the warriors they had lost by drawing on Germany. They bal- 
anced their acquisitions of Roman territory with conquests in Germany, 
thus increasing their potential manpower to meet their new defense 
problems. Even more important was the fact that their strength lay in 
the North. Thus they were shielded from the attacks which rolled up 
from the East and the South. The Empire under Justinian destroyed 
the Vandal and Ostrogothic kingdoms; the Mohammedans, striking 
from Africa, ended the Visigothic power in Spain ; but the Franks were 
never seriously threatened by either offensive. Finally, the division of 
the kingdom was not always a handicap. It was still difficult for a Ger- 
man ruler to govern wide territories and to keep control over distant 
subordinates. The Frankish kingdom was too large for any but the most 
able king to rule successfully ; the average monarch was better obeyed 
and made more effective use of his resources when he had less land. 
After Clovis’ death the Merovingian kingdom was often weakest when 
it was united under one ruler. 

A famous historian has said that Merovingian government was 
“despotism tempered by assassination.” The king was controlled only 
by his fear of his more powerful subjects. The old assembly of free 
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men no longer met, and all decisions were made by the king alone. He 
was the law-giver, the supreme judge, and the head of the army. But 
even when divided, the Frankish kingdoms were too large for the king 
to enforce all his orders in person, and when he tried to delegate 
authority all the old political weaknesses of the Germans reappeared. 
The Frankish kings, unlike Theodoric, made no effort to preserve the 
old Roman administrative system, and their Gallo-Roman subjects 
seem to have had no great desire to save the old forms of government. 

Instead of an elaborate hierarchy of administrators, judges, treasury 
agents, civil and military commanders, the kings delegated all local 
authority in each district to a count or a duke. These were military 
titles, taken over from the late Roman Empire, and one of the chief 
duties of the Frankish counts and dukes was to command the fighting 
men of their districts. They also presided in courts, where they could 
inflict the death sentence, and collected all the king’s local revenue. The 
districts which they ruled were large enough to give them a good deal 
of authority. A county was often an old Roman civitas or, in Germany, 
the territory which had been held by a tribe. A duchy might include 
several frontier counties united for purposes of defense. This concen- 
tration of power in the hands of local officials was especially dangerous, 
given the German tendency to obey the immediate, visible authority 
rather than a remote superior, and to be loyal to men rather than to 
institutions. Even worse was the fact that the counts and the dukes re- 
ceived no salary. They supported themselves from great estates which 
they inherited, or which were given them by the king. This tended to 
identify their interests with those of other great land-owners, who were 
usually very hostile to the central government. The counts and dukes 
also received a share of the fines they levied, which meant that they had 
a constant incentive to extortion and injustice. Altogether, local officials 
were an independent and rebellious group, and the Merovingian kings 
had great difficulty in keeping any sort of control over them. After 600, 
the power of the counts, dukes, and great land-owners was usually 
greater than that of the king. 

Only the strongest sort of central government could have controlled 
such powerful local officials, and the central government of the Mero- 
vingians was rudimentary and unorganized. It was composed of the men 
who happened to be living with the king, and any one of those men 
might be called on for any sort of work. There was no distinction be- 
tween personal service rendered the king and political service due to 
the state. Thus members of the king’s bodyguard might be sent on im- 
portant missions to outlying provinces and frequently became counts 
after a certain length of service. The count of the stables, or constable, 
acted as a high military official. The most important member of the 
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household was the major domo, a term which really means no more than 
“butler,” but which is usually translated as “mayor of the palace.” As 
head of the household, the mayor of the palace was also head of the 
administration, and he could act as the king’s deputy for any purpose. 
Naturally, the great land-owners coveted this office and they eventually 
succeeded in making the mayor of the palace their representative rather 
than the king’s. Thus the central government, which had never had 
adequate control over the magnates, was weakened still further. 

The Frankish government performed few services for its subjects. 
The counts held courts in which disputes might be settled if the parties 
did not prefer to fight it out, and the king organized the army, for de- 
fense or attack. In contrast to the Ostrogoths, neither king nor counts 
were much interested in such things as education, upkeep of the roads, 
or public buildings. Neither the central nor the local governments spent 
much money. With few paid officials, administrative and judicial services 
cost almost nothing. All free men owed military service, and on expedi- 
tions they had to furnish their own food and equipment. Such public 
services were personal obligations, and men sought public office for the 
power it conferred, rather than for the salary attached to it. These condi- 
tions were to be typical in feudalism, and they were an important factor 
in bringing feudalism into existence. The fact that the government 
needed little money reinforced the old Roman hatred of taxation and 
built up such formidable prejudices that for centuries taxation was im- 
possible. The personal expenses of the king could be met by income from 
his lands; there were almost no public expenses; therefore any king 
who asked for ta.xes was a bloodsucking miser. Some of the most popular 
saints of the Merovingian age were those who worked unpleasant mir- 
acles on tax-collectors. Some of the most unpopular kings were rulers 
who tried to revise the old Roman tax-lists, now sadly out of date. A 
story told of Chilperic, one of the strongest and most unscrupulous 
Merovingian kings, illustrates both these attitudes. He tried to increase 
his income from taxation, but his subjects rebelled and his sons fell ill. 
Every one was sure that this was divine vengeance on the avaricious 
monarch, and Chilperic, urged by his wife, finally agreed to burn the 
tax-registers. In the face of such beliefs, which were supported by clergy 
and aristocracy, general taxes could not be collected. By the end of the 
seventh century, taxation had ceased to be an important source of rev- 
enue for the government. 

The Franks were less Romanized than the Ostrogoths, especially in 
details of their political organization, but this does not mean that they 
were impervious to all Roman influences. The great majority of the 
population of Gaul was Roman, the old senatorial aristocracy remained 
an important land-owning class, and Roman customs survived every- 
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where except in the extreme northeast. The Germans did not like to live 
in the cities, and the urban centers were left to the Gallo-Romans, so 
that at first there was comparatively little change in the life of the town- 
dwellers. Local administration remained in the hands of the same men, 
trade with the East continued, and there was no great decrease in popu- 
lation. How'ever, the new masters did nothing to improve economic 
conditions, and the towns continued their slow decline under Merovin- 
gian rule. After a while it seemed unnecessary to keep up the machinery 
of city government ; the bishop became the leader of the townsmen in- 
stead of the old local officials. The counts also interfered more and more 
in urban affairs, and by the seventh century the town was no longer an 
important unit of government. 

More significant than the temporary survival of the towns was the 
survival of the villa system. As in the last centuries of the Empire, the 
great estate remained the dominant feature of economic life. This is not 
surprising, since the old senatorial aristocracy survived the invasions 
and kept most of its prestige and much of its land. Many places in 
France still bear the name of the Roman who owned them when they 
were villae and show how the estate remained a unit during all the con- 
fusion of the early middle ages. For example, the suburbs of Passy and 
Clichy near Paris are the former estates of the Gallo-Romans Paccius 
and Clippius. The owners of these estates naturally preserved the old 
organization of their lands as far as possible, and the Franks imitated 
them. Thus, under the IMerovingians, agriculture was still the chief 
occupation of the people, and most labor was performed by unfree or 
semi-free men working on the estates of great land-owners. 

Another factor which tended to preserve some features of the old 
civilization was the use of Roman law. The Germans, when they entered 
the Empire, were in the stage of personal law ; that is, they believed that 
a man, wherever he might chance to live, should be subject to the penal- 
ties and entitled to the benefits of the law of his tribe. Consequently, 
all relations between Romans continued to be regulated by Roman law. 
However, neither the Romans nor their German rulers had sufficient 
energy to master the enormous mass of Latin legal literature, so brief 
summaries of the law were used instead. The Visigothic king had such a 
compilation made for his Roman subjects about the year 506, a work 
known as the Breviary oj Alaric, and other rulers followed his example. 
It seems to be true that the Germans began to write down their own 
laws only after becoming aware of the existence of the Roman law. They 
also tended to adopt provisions of Roman law regulating activities with 
which they had been unfamiliar when they entered the Empire. Thus 
even the earliest German codes, such as those of the Salic Franks and 
the Burgundians, show some Roman influence. 
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The greatest agency in preserving Roman civilization was the Church. 
Its organization continued while the old political organization slowly 
disintegrated. The heads of the Church were taken at first from the lead- 
ing Roman families ; thus Gregory of Tours boasts both of his senatorial 
ancestry and of the number of bishops in his family. The Church was 
the one institution which exercised any real restraint upon the barbarian 
kings and leaders, though it did not always succeed in curbing them. 
During the seventh century the influence of the Church became weaker. 
The German aristocracy began to seek high places in the Church because 
they conferred wealth and power, the morals and education of the clergy 
declined, and general councils ceased to meet because of chronic civil 
war. Yet, even at its worst, the Church preserved the prestige of the 
Roman name and did much to bring Roman and German together. The 
bishops were the natural intercessors between the Roman population 
and the German kings ; the church edifice was the common asylum for 
all who needed protection ; the monastery welcomed both Germans and 
Romans as members. 

Latin was the language of the Church, and it was also the language 
of the great mass of the population. Even the German kings used Latin 
in their official correspondence. Their secretaries were Romans, and, at 
first, laymen, which shows that some town schools must have survived 
the invasions. However, the great majority of the population were un- 
educated and spoke a vulgar Latin which was more simple and direct 
than the literary language. This vulgar Latin gradually replaced both 
the Germanic dialects spoken by the small group of invaders, and the 
correct Latin spoken by the educated class. Gregory of Tours, in apolo- 
gizing for the rusticity of his Latin, is consoled by the fact that the 
ordinary man will understand him better than if he wrote really good 
Latin. All the Romance (or Roman) languages — Italian, French, Pro- 
vencal, Spanish, and Portuguese, are descended from the vulgar Latin. 
Variations among them are due partly to the isolation of one region 
from another while the languages were being formed, and partly also to 
the differences in the number and provenance of the Germans who dwelt 
there. But the variations do not hide the resemblances, and all these 
languages betray, even to the casual observer, their Latin origin. 

While lay education persisted for a time, the most important schools 
were already controlled by the Church. As Roman civilization continued 
to decline, the Church gained a practical monopoly of education, at least 
north of the Alps. All teaching was in Latin, and since much of the old 
literature had been preserved by the Church, educated men were still 
able to read the most important works of Roman authors. But the 
tendency to epitomize and condense continued, and in the schools ex- 
tracts rather than whole works were studied. The seven liberal arts 
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were still studied, but in abbreviated form. For the language studies — 
grammar, rhetoric and logic — there were fairly good textbooks and 
collections of extracts, so that the student could hope to attain some 
proficiency in Latin. The scientific work, on the other hand, was often 
slighted, and at best was very elementary. After the study of the seven 
liberal arts, students might proceed to theology, which included the 
study of the scriptures and the church fathers. 

Certain textbooks used at this time remained in favor for centuries, 
so that it is possible to form some conception of the basic scholastic 
training of medieval students. The first study was naturally the alphabet, 
and for this pupils were given tablets in which the individual letters were 
written. As soon as they had learned the alphabet, they began to read in 
psalters written in large letters. Sometimes they learned to read the 
psalter glibly without understanding a word of it. After the psalter, 
Cato was the favorite reading book. The author of Cato is unknown, 
but he lived in the third or fourth century and his little book retained 
its popularity for over a thousand years.’ It contained about a hundred 
and fifty couplets, many of which have become common proverbs. As 
examples may be cited : “The chief virtue is to know how to hold your 
tongue.” “In good fortune beware of evil, as the outcome is often dif- 
ferent from the beginning.” “Bear poverty patiently since you came into 
the world naked.” 

In connection with the reading, writing was taught. Sometimes the 
teachers seem to have used blocks into which the letters were cut deeply. 
The pupil followed the lines in the block with his pen until his hand was 
accustomed to the form of the letters. After that, or sometimes first of 
all, tablets covered with wax were used. At the top the teacher wrote 
the copy, and then guided the pupil’s hand while the latter formed the 
letters. Finally, the ablest pupils were given practice in fine writing on 
parchment ; but as parchment was expensive, many never attained to 
this height. 

The elementary textbook in grammar was the work of Donatus, who 
lived in the fourth century and may have been the teacher of St. Jerome. 
He wrote two books on grammar, the Ars Minor and the Ars Major. 
The first occupies only twelve pages in a modern printed edition and 
consists of elementary questions and answers, with some declensions 
and conjugations. It was highly appreciated in the early middle ages 
and remained in use for several hundred years. Of the larger work only 
the last part, which treated of rhetoric, was commonly used in the 
schools. A more advanced textbook in grammar was that of Priscian, 

’The copy from which I am quoting was printed in 1766 in Germany. It con- 
tains the wtin distichs and, below, translations into various German meters of 
each couplet. 
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which was full of quotations from classical authors ’ and gave some 
training in literature, history, and mythology. 

After they had been donatistce, or grammar-grade pupils, the bright 
boys might be introduced to Martianus Capella and his Marriage of 
Mercury and Philology. It will be remembered that this was an ency- 
clopedic textbook, thinly disguised under the forms of allegory. Gregory 
of Tours praised this work highly as containing all the knowledge need- 
ful for education. Yet comparatively few students mastered even this 
inadequate summary of the seven liberal arts. The decline in learning, 
begun under the Empire, continued under the Merovingians, even 
though some of the sixth century kings were quite willing to patronize 
scholars and writers. Chilperic, who tried to restore the Roman tax 
system, also tried to reform spelling by inventing several new letters 
which he ordered to be used in alt books, but he was no more successful 
in the field of orthography than he had been in the field of finance. Even 
this misguided interest in learning was lacking in the rulers of the seventh 
century. 

Roman towns, the villa system, Roman law, the Catholic Church and 
Latin literature survived the Frankish conquest. But as time went on, 
the lack of vitality in Roman institutions was shown by an increasing 
influence of German customs. Roman forms of government gradually 
disappeared, and, what is even more surprising, Roman legal procedure 
was supplanted by the crude practices of the barbarians. Even in those 
regions where the substantive law remained essentially Roman, the 
method of trial was based on German ideas. The judicial procedure of 
the Franks is worth studying in some detail, since similar forms were 
used everywhere in the early middle ages. Few other activities show 
so clearly the low level to which civilization declined during this period. 

The basic idea in Germanic procedure was not to do justice, but to 
stop a fight. Actual physical combat was to be transformed into a for- 
malistic legal contest. The man who played the game with the fewest 
errors won the case. The court merely acted as umpire ; it declared the 
rules of the game, announced when they had been broken, and certified 
the winner of the contest. The count presided in the court, but he was 
usually aided in his work of umpiring by the whole community, or by 
some of the leading citizens. The rules of the game were based on custom 
rather than legislation, and old inhabitants might know them much 
better than a newly appointed count. 

The legal contest was based on the belief that God would not allow 

' Priscian quotes the Mneid 721 times, Virgil’s other writings 146 times, Terence, 
225, Horace, 158, Juvenal, 121, Sallust, 80, Homer, 78, Ovid, 73, and Lucretius, 
25 times. The preference for Virgil is noteworthy, and is continued throughout 
the middle ages. 
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the innocent party to make errors which would cause him to lose the 
contest; it was an appeal to divine rather than human justice. There- 
fore it was considered reasonable to ask the defendant to prove his inno- 
cence, rather than to force the accuser to demonstrate his guilt. Since 
innocence could often he proved by relatively simple forms, it was 
usually advantageous for the defense to assume the burden of proof. 
The actual forms of proof probably go back to the pagan period, but 
they had been accepted and sanctified by the Church. 

.\ defendant of high standing might be allowed to clear himself by his 
own oath. Thus, when Bishop Gregory of Tours was accused of calum- 
niating the queen, he purged himself at three separate altars by perform- 
ing mass and taking an oath that he was innocent. This completely 
cleared him. and the man w'ho had accused Gregory wms severely pun- 
ished by the king. Relics were frequently used to enhance the value of 
an oath, and the strength of the oath varied with the sacredness of the 
relics. A man who perjured himself while invoking the witness of God 
and the saints was asking for eternal damnation. Usually, if the accused 
hesitated or made a slip of the longue while reciting the words of the 
oath, he lost his case ; God had caused him to stumble because he was 
a perjurer. 


When the oath of the accused was deemed insufficient, other men 
might be required to swear that they believed he was telling the truth. 
This process was called compurgation and lasted in ecclesiastical courts 
down to modern times. .At first the oath-helpers, or compurgators, were 
kinsmen, but later anyone who was willing could act in this capacity. 
The number required varied with the rank of the accused, the rank of 
the plaintiff, and the gravity of the crime. For example, if a noble had 
slain another noble he must obtain eleven compurgators ; if he had killed 
a free man he needed only seven: and if he had killed a slave, three. A 
free man would need eleven compurgators for the killing of another free 
man, seventeen for the killing of a noble, and five for the killing of a slave. 
In extraordinary cases, a much greater number might be required. When 
King Giintram announced that he doubted the legitimacy of the child 
for whom his brothers kingdom was claimed, the accused queen satis- 
factorily established the paternity of her son by swearing with three 
bishop, and three hundred nobles that King Chilperic was his father. 

ompiirgation was usually allowed only when charges were based on 
mere suspicion, or when the character of the accused made ohvsical 

Sar ^''^re usually allowed to 
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charge. The water was blessed, God was besought to show the right, and 
the accused then took the object from the kettle. His hand was then 
sealed up and left for three days or more, during which time salt and holy 
water were mixed with his food. If, at the end of the period, his hand 
was found “clean,” that is, uninfected and with only a small scar, he was 
judged innocent. The ordeal by red-hot iron was much the same. The 
accused carried the hot iron a fixed number of paces and his innocence 
was proved by the rapid healing of the burn. In the ordeal by cold water 
the accused, after a preliminary hallowing of the water, was “bound by 
a rope and cast into the water.” If he floated he was considered guilty, 
for, as Bishop Hincmar of Rheims claimed, “the pure nature of the 
water recognizes as impure and therefore rejects as inconsistent with 
itself such human nature as has once been regenerated by the waters 
of baptism and is again infected by falsehood.” Consequently, to prove 
his innocence, the man had to sink. In the ordeal by fire, the accused 
seems at first to have put his hand into the fire ; later he was obliged 
to walk between two burning piles of wood. The severity of the ordeal 
was determined by the size of the piles and the distance between them. 
These and other forms of the ordeal were frequently used, until the 
custom was condemned by the pope in the thirteenth century. 

A special form of ordeal which had an even longer life was the wager 
of battle or judicial duel. This defense of one’s honor by fighting nat- 
urally appealed to a barbarous people, and since they were sure that 
God would protect the right, it seemed the most satisfactory way of 
deciding important cases. It was used all over Europe to determine 
purely legal questions regarding the inheritance of land. Once, in Gothic 
Spain, wager of battle was used to decide which form of ritual should be 
followed by the Church. Often an accused could avoid other forms of 
proof by challenging his accuser to battle. Those unfit to fight, such as 
women and children, were allowed to substitute champions who won or 
lost in their place. 

Historians have vainly sought to rationalize these methods of proof. 
It may be admitted that some men were more afraid of perjury than 
they were of losing a law-suit. This was by no means true of all ; medieval 
writers are bitter in their denunciations of the false swearing which went 
on every day. It may also be admitted that consciousness of guilt might 
lead to nervousness which would cause the accused to garble the words 
of an oath or lose his deftness in the physical tests. But the shock of • 
false accusation might cause very similar agitation. There is no reason 
to suppose that the Germanic methods of proof resulted in just decisions 
except by accident. Their one merit, as was said before, is that they 
stopped fights ; any decision was better than a blood-feud. 

When a man was convicted of wounding or killing a person, the penalty 
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was a fine, as compensation to the injured party or his family. The 
amount of the fine varied according to the extent of the injury ; many 
barbarian codes of law are nothing but long lists of offenses with their 
appropriate fines. One of the most detailed lists is to be found in the 
laws of Alfred the Great. He fixed the penalty for knocking out a front 
tooth at 8 shillings, a “cheek tooth” at 12 shillings, and a “man’s tusk" 
at 15 shillings. The values of the fingers were respectively: the “shoot- 
ing finger” (forefinger), 15 shillings; the middle, 12 shillings; the “gold 
finger" (ring finger), 17 shillings; the little finger, 9 shillings. The nails 
varied from 1 shilling for the little finger to 5 shillings for the thumb. 

If a person were killed, the compensatory payment was called wergeld, 
and varied according to the rank of the victim. Among the Franks the 
wergeld for “a free Frank, or a barbarian living under the Salic law” 
was 200 shillings; for a free Roman, 100 shillings; for a Frank or a 
Roman in the service of the king, the respective penalties were multi- 
plied by three. If the murderer attempted to conceal the body, the 
penalty was also tripled. Thus the fine was 1800 shillings when a free 
Frank in the service of the king had been killed and the murderer hid 
the body. A Roman who paid tribute was valued at only 63 shillings, 
while the slaying of a Frankish boy under ten years of age involved a 
fine of 600. The penalties for women varied not only according to rank 
but also according to the possibility of their having offspring. Thus a 
woman who had begun to bear children was valued at 600, one who was 
pregnant at 700, but one who had passed the child-bearing age at only 
200 shillings. In connection with these penalties, it should be pointed 
out that the value of money at the time was so great that a fine of a few 
hundred shillings would ruin even a wealthy man. A poor man faced 
with a heavy fine would have to flee the country and become an outlaw. 

While Romans had an inferior position in the Salic law, this did not 
keep them from rising to high positions under the Merovingians. The 
king’s secretaries were almost always Gallo-Romans, and many counts, 
even in the sixth century, bear Roman names. At the beginning of the 
seventh century , a Roman reached the highest position in the kingdom 
by becoming mayor of the palace. Intermarriages were common, and 
the distinction between the two races was gradually effaced. The con- 
tinuing decline of civilization in Gaul is not due to hostility between 
Franks and Romans, but to the weaknesses of both peoples. The Romans 
had lost both the ability and the desire to create and maintain civiliza- 
tion, and the Germans could not supply the necessary leadership. Frank- 
ish government was certainly more inefficient, and probably more cor- 
rupt, than that of the Romans, but the Roman government had not 
prevented violence and oppression. The Franks were not responsible for 
the enserfment of the great mass of the population ; serfdom was created 
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in the last days of the Empire. There is no doubt that there was an in- 
tellectual and moral decline in the sixth century ; the best educated men 
were often ignorant and superstitious, while the leaders of society were 
cruel and treacherous. This would seem to indicate a weakness in the 
Romans rather than the Franks. The invaders were always greatly out- 
numbered, and they were not fundamentally hostile to Roman civiliza- 
tion. Their mere presence could not have destroyed learning and moral- 
ity if the great mass of the population had been interested in preserving 
its traditions. But the discouraging fact about the Merovingian period 
is that it did nothing to relieve the stagnation of the late Roman Empire. 
Most men were still indifferent to political conditions and had no hope 
of improving their economic situation. Their interests were purely local ; 
they saw no benefit in large-scale organizations or in specialized activ- 
ities such as science and the arts. Historians have often spoken of the 
vigor and new interest in life brought into the Empire by the fresh and 
unspoiled Germanic peoples. There is little evidence of this new vitality 
in Merovingian Gaul. 

4. The Church in the Germanic Kingdoms 

The idea of imperial unity persisted in the West long after it had 
actually been broken up into separate kingdoms. But the one institution 
in which that unity was still a fact rather than a memory, was the 
Church. The Church was the heir of Rome in the West, and during the 
sixth and seventh centuries it began to profit from the legacy. It became 
an independent political power, the greatest landlord in the West, and 
the center of learning and the arts. 

The Lombard conquest of Italy furnished the papacy with its oppor- 
tunity for achieving independence. The Ostrogoths, although Arians, 
had exercised some control over the popes and papal elections. Thus 
Theodoric had interfered in the case of a disputed election ; he had sent 
a pope to Constantinople to demand that the emperor cease persecuting 
Arians; and later he had nominated a pope who was duly accepted. 
After the conquest of the Goths, Justinian interfered even more with 
the Roman Church. “No Roman emperor so nearly assumed the position 
of a temporal pope.” During his reign the Church was obliged to submit 
to his will ; it did so, although sometimes unwillingly, because he fre- 
quently used the power of the state for the benefit of the Church. He 
gave great authority to the bishops and extensive privileges to the clergy. 
He recognized and increased the jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical courts. 
But “the bishop of Rome, before entering on his functions, must, like 
others, await the consent of the emperor or of the governor of Ravenna.” 
Yet in the end the pope profited from the imperial reconquest of Rome. 
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The emperor was far away at Constantinople, the Byzantine governor 
held his court in Ravenna, the senate was a pithless shadow. The few sub- 
ordinate officials who occupied the Palatine were not of sucffi standing ^ 
seriously to interfere with him. The pope was the man of highest rank in 
Rome, and he represented the only Roman institution which yet retained 
vitality, the only one which in an age of universal corruption and decay 
continued fresh and vigorous. To the Church men looked for maintenance 
and guidance, and the pope was head of the Church. 

The invasion by the Lombards accentuated these conditions. The 
people in Rome needed assistance and defense more than ever, and the 
emperor and his officials were unable to give aid, since the city was 
almost completely cut off from other imperial territories. The senate at 
Rome, if still in existence, was of no importance ; it was not even men- 
tioned in treaties with the Lombards. By the close of the sixth century, 
therefore, the pope was the virtual ruler of Rome. 

The authority of the papacy, already increased by the isolation of 
Rome from the rest of the Empire, was still further advanced by pope 
Gregory the Great. The career of this pontiff illustrates perfectly the way 
in which Roman administrative traditions were combined with Christian 
ideals to form the great organization of the medieval Church. Gregory 
was born of an illustrious senatorial family, and was given a good educa- 
tion, with special training in law. He entered the imperial civil service 
and, while still a young man, was given the high position of prefect of 
the city of Rome. There was much surprise when he withdrew abruptly 
from the world and devoted his great wealth to the foundation of monas- 
teries. Gregory became a simple monk in one of these foundations and 
spent three very happy years practising the most rigorous asceticism. 
Later, when pope, he wrote : “I remember longingly what I once was in 
the monastery ; how I rose in contemplation above all changeable and 
decaying things, and thought of nothing but the things of heaven ; how 
my soul, though pent within the body, soared beyond its fleshly prison, 
and looked with longing upon death itself as the means of entering into 
life.” But the pope felt that Gregory was far too useful a man to be per- 
mitted to spend his life in seclusion. He made him first one of the Seven 
Deacons charged with the administration of the Church of Rome, and 
a little later sent him to be the papal representative at the imperial court 
in Constantinople. This stay at the capital was very distasteful to Greg- 
ory, but it completed his political education. He took as little part as 
possible in the life of the court and did not even learn Greek, but he did 
see the imperial administrative system working under more favorable 
conditions than in Italy, and he made some useful friends. Yet even in 
Constantinople he lived an ascetic life, spending all the time he could in 
study, meditation, or prayer. 

During this period Gregory wrote the M-OTaUo.^ or commentary 
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on the Book of Job. Like most of the important books of the sixth cen- 
tury this was really a summary and a condensation of earlier works, 
but it was to have great influence throughout the middle ages. In long 
commentaries on each verse, Gregory introduced all the important 
theological ideas of his predecessors in simple and uncompromising 
form. Earlier writers, such as Augustine, had reached their conclusions 
only after arduous mental and emotional struggles. Gregory had no such 
problem ; he was interested in the facts of doctrine rather than in the 
logical steps by which they had been discovered. He wanted definite 
statements, not hypotheses and qualified assertions. For example, Greg- 
ory made the doctrine of Purgatory, which was rather vague in earlier 
writers, perfectly clear and explicit. By abandoning the intellectual 
subtleties of his predecessors, by emphasizing allegory and miracle, 
Gregory made it easier for theology to survive during the period when 
European intellectual activity was at a low ebb. 

After returning from Constantinople, Gregory was elected abbot of 
his old monastery. In S89 and S90 a terrible plague swept over Rome, 
the pope died, and Gregory was unanimously chosen as his successor. In 
such a time of peril the strong man was needed and, although unwilling, 
Gregory was forced to accept the office. In their trouble the electors did 
not wait to consult the emperor, but Gregory delayed his consecration 
for six months until the Imperial assent was given. The first duty of the 
new pope was to defend his city against the Lombards. The emperor 
and the exarch gave little help, but by skilful diplomacy Gregory pre- 
vented another sack of Rome and finally, in 599, concluded a treaty of 
peace which put an end to the Lombard war that had been going on for 
thirty years. This greatly increased the pope’s prestige and made him 
the leader of all the Romans in Central Italy. Gregory was even more 
interested in his spiritual position as head of Western Christendom and 
worked steadily to preserve the unity of the Church. He successfully 
reasserted his authority in Africa, a land troubled by persistent heresy. 
He aided a growing Catholic party among the Ariari Lombards. One of 
his friends converted the king of the Visigoths and so brought Spain 
back to the Catholic faith. Gregory also sent a mission to England and 
began the process of bringing that country under the sway of the Roman 
Church. Even in Gaul, where the Merovingians considered Church 
offices as political spoils to be distributed among their dependents, Greg- 
ory asserted his authority with some success. It cannot be said that he 
was able to raise the standard of morality among the Frankish clergy, 
but his requests were never officially rejected, and he established useful 
precedents for his successors when they wanted to intervene in ecclesi- 
astical affairs of the kingdom. By the time of his death in 604, he had 
greatly increased both the temporal and spiritual power of his office. 
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Another aid to the Church at this time was the great improvement in 
the organization of monasticism. As we have seen, Gregory himself was 
a monk, and the monks were very useful to him in his attempts to in- 
crease his control of outlying churches. Monasticism had made rapid 
progress in the West during the fifth and early sixth centuries, but it was 
still modeled upon Eastern usages and it lacked the discipline and order 
which were to make it a great instrument of Christian unity. To create 
a type of monasticism adapted to the needs of the Western Church was 
the work of St. Benedict of Nursia. 

Benedict was born about 480 of a noble Italian family which had fur- 
nished many consuls to the state and more virgins to the Church. At the 
age of twelve he was sent to Rome to be educated. He soon became 
disgusted with the corrupt society of the city and at the age of fourteen 
withdrew, in the words of his biographer, Gregory the Great, “learnedly 
ignorant and wisely untaught.” He found a retreat at Subiaco, a lovely 
spot in the Apennines, in the midst of “a frightful and terrible silence 
which was broken only by the cries of the wild beasts.” There he dwelt 
in a cave for three years. A friendly hermit, who was unable to reach 
his almost inaccessible retreat, let down each day a loaf of bread on a 
cord, and Benedict shared “not so much the repast as the fast of his 
benefactor.” At first the boy was sorely tempted by the lusts of the 
world, but he overcame his temptations by rolling in a bed of thorns 
until the pain stifled all other sensation. Eventually his retreat was dis- 
covered by shepherds, people flocked to him for comfort and advice, and 
he became the leader of other hermits who gathered around him. After 
some years Benedict found that his work at Subiaco was hampered by 
the jealousy of other monks in the neighborhood. So with a few asso- 
ciates, he wandered south to Monte Cassino, a secluded place between 
Rome and Naples. There he found peasants still worshiping Apollo, 
and he had the satisfaction of teaching them the Christian religion. 
Many soon came to him to be enrolled as monks, and his monastery be- 
came a peaceful, well-ordered community where Roman and Goth, noble 
and peasant, worked and prayed side by side. There Benedict made his 
home until his death in 543. 

For the government of his monks, St. Benedict wrote the famous 
Benedictine rule, based on the three fundamental vows of monasticism ; 
poverty, chastity, and obedience. The monks were not allowed to have 
any property of their own but were to be given all necessities from the 
common stock. Clothing was to be furnished in conformity to their needs 
and to the climatic conditions. When they had to go on a journey, they 
were to have better garments than usual; when their gowns became 
worn they were to receive new ones, and the old were to be given to the 
poor. Bedding, utensils, and other needful objects were to be supplied 
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with a like liberality. Absolute obedience was required. If an impossible 
task was enjoined upon a brother, he might humbly suggest the causes 
of the impossibility. “But if, after his suggestion, the command of the 
superior continue according to his first opinion, the junior shall know 
that it is expedient for him ; and in all love, trusting in the aid of God, 
he shall obey.” The monastery was ruled by an abbot, who was elected 
by his fellow-monks, but who had absolute authority once he had taken 
office. However, in all important matters he was to ask the whole con- 
gregation for counsel before making his own decision. In less weighty 
affairs, the advice of the elders was sufficient. 

The great weakness of early monasticism had been its lack of disci- 
pline, which allowed individuals to go to extremes of idleness or asceti- 
cism. St. Benedict’s rule had a definite occupation for each hour of the 
day. First, and most important, was the “work of God,” or prayer. Eight 
times a day the monks were to assemble and hold brief services; on 
Sundays and holy days they increased the length of their devotions. 
Then the monastery was to be self-sufficient and supply its own needs 
as far as possible. Ordinary monks worked in the fields while those with 
special skills produced the manufactured goods which the brothers 
needed. If there were a surplus it might be sold outside the monastery 
at a price slightly lower than that asked by laymen who made similar 
wares. Such manual labor took about seven hours a day. During their 
rest periods, especially in the afternoon, the monks were to spend their 
time in reading. They had two hours for this in ordinary seasons and 
somewhat longer in Lent. The books which they read were usually on 
religious topics, but a few of the wealthier monasteries gradually ac- 
quired important collections of secular works. In this way some monas- 
teries, though by no means the majority, became important centers of 
learning, since, as Roman civilization continued to decline, few books 
survived outside monastic libraries. 

St. Benedict guarded against extreme asceticism just as he guarded 
against idleness, and made great allowance for human frailty. There 
were two meals a day, and at each there were to be two different kinds of 
food “so that if any one perchance may not be able to eat one he may 
partake of the other.” Vegetables were allowed in addition to the main 
dishes, but meat was forbidden except for those who were ill. St. Bene- 
dict believed that it was better to abstain from drinking wine, but be- 
cause of the weakness of the flesh he arranged that each brother might 
have a moderate amount daily. The prior, who was the abbot’s lieu- 
tenant, might increase the allowance in summer, or when the monks 
were doing especially hard work. Old men and young boys were not 
bound to observe the rules about food as strictly as the others, and seem 
to have been permitted to eat between meals. 
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While the monks sought seclusion from the world and felt that the 
chief service which they could render their fellow-men was to pray for 
their souls, they were bound to aid those who came to them for help. 
The poor were to be fed and travelers were to be lodged, for the rule 
said : “All guests who come shall be received as though they were Christ. 

. Chiefly in the reception of the poor and of pilgrims shall care be 
most anxiously exhibited : for in them Christ is received the more.” This 
noble standard of hospitality was of the utmost importance during the 
middle ages when there were very few inns, and traveling was both ex- 
pensive and dangerous. 

Life in a monastery, as far as its physical aspects went, was probably 
no harder than the life of a peasant on a great estate. The hours of labor 
were not long and the diet was as varied as that of the ordinary poor man. 
Richer men who entered monastic life must have found it hard at first, 
and the rigorous discipline, with its insistence on humility, was a stum- 
bling-block to many novices. Every monk had to give up not only his 
selfish desires but even his pride in his special abilities and skills; a 
craftsman who gloried in his work was to be transferred to other tasks. 
The monk was to think of nothing but the service of God. Some men 
could never conform to these standards ; others needed a long period of 
initiation. So the regulations for admission to the order were very strict. 
Only those candidates were to be admitted who seemed fit for the life, 
and a year’s probation was required before the novice was allowed to 
take the final vows. 

The number of monks observing the Benedictine rule grew rapidly 
during the sixth and seventh centuries. Most monasteries founded be- 
fore St. Benedict began his work either accepted his reform, or had it 
thrust upon them by pious kings and bishops. Hundreds of new monas- 
teries were founded, almost all of them on the basis of Benedict’s rule. 
Civilization was still declining in the West, and most men saw no hope 
for the return of prosperity or good government. The monastery shel- 
tered those who merely sought refuge from violence and disorder and 
it afforded an almost unique opportunity, in that age of decay, to serve 
God and mankind. The strongest, as well as the weakest, became monks, 
and the monastery was probably the most useful institution in the West 
during the early centuries of the middle ages. Sometimes it was a center 
of learning and always it performed essential charitable services. More 
important was the fact that the monks made a real effort to live up to 
Christian ideals in an age when most laymen, and even some bishops and 
priests, paid them only lip-service. The monastery set a great example 
of disciplined, organized work in a time when most men seemed in- 
capable of discipline and organization. It was the most efficient eco- 
nomic unit; monastic property became more valuable as other estates 
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went down-hill. By the eighth century the monks had the best buildings 
and the best agricultural practices; the backward peoples of England 
and Germany learned a great deal from them. The monastery was also 
the most efficient religious unit; from the time of Gregory the Great 
on, the popes depended increasingly upon the monks for missionary 
work and support of their policy of centralization. Class distinctions, 
which were so important in the outside world, were ignored in monas- 
teries. The ablest men could rise to the top, even if they were of humble 
origin, and this contributed greatly to the efficiency of monastic organ- 
ization. 

The conversion of England shows how useful the monks were to the 
papacy. In the time of Gregory the Great, the Angles and Saxons who 
had conquered the eastern half of the country were still pagan. The old 
Celtic population, which had been driven into Cornwall, Wales, and 
Scotland, was Christian, but had lost touch with Rome during the long 
agony of the conquest. The British Christians were not exactly heretics, 
but they had a number of peculiar observances which distinguished 
them from their brethren on the Continent. They tended to lessen the 
power of bishops ; they observed Easter at a different date ; their priests 
had a strange form of tonsure. Ireland had been converted by St. Patrick, 
who followed Celtic usages, and Scotland had been converted from 
Ireland, so that the Christians of the British Isles formed a powerful, 
coherent group, very independent of papal authority. 

The Celtic Christians were zealous missionaries — as we shall see, they 
tried to reform the Church in Gaul — ^but they found it difficult to con- 
vert their hereditary enemies, the Anglo-Saxons. The Frankish church 
was too corrupt to do its duty by its own members, much less to send 
missionaries across the Channel. It was left for the distant pope to 
undertake the conversion of England. Gregory the Great could not over- 
look such an opportunity to assert his leadership. He sent his friend, the 
abbot Augustine,^ with a party of monks, to introduce Christianity into 
southern Britain. They landed in Kent in 597, and won some important 
successes almost immediately. The king of Kent, Ethelbert, had married 
a Frankish Christian princess, and was quite ready to hear about the 
new religion. He was soon converted and allowed Augustine to build 
churches in all lands acknowledging his authority. Since Ethelbert was 
the most influential of the ten or so petty kings who were ruling the 
Anglo-Saxons, his support gave the mission a chance to work beyond 
the narrow limits of Kent. Augustine was made archbishop of the Eng- 
lish, with his seat at Canterbury, and a rudimentary church organization 
was planned. 

‘ This is not the St. Augustine mentioned previously, who was a great theologian 
and died in 430. 
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After the death of Ethelbert, the progress of conversion in the south 
was checked by the collapse of the hegemony of Kent and the opposition 
of other rulers. But soon an opportunity in the north was afforded the 
Romans. A king of Northumbria had married a Kentish princess and 
the Christian bride took with her Paulinus, whom Gregory had sent to 
aid Augustine in 601. Moved by his preaching and the queen’s prayers, 
the king vowed to adopt Christianity if he were successful in an attack 
on Wessex. He won a complete victory, and then a council was held in 
order to win over his followers. Bede, the earliest of English historians, 
has left us an account of this meeting which may not be entirely accu- 
rate, but which illustrates the two arguments which were most con- 
vincing among the Germans. One was the certainty of the Christians 
regarding the future life; the other was the powerlessness of pagan 
divinities. At the gathering, after the Christians had had their say, one 
of the aged councilors spoke : 

So seems the life of man, 0 King, as a sparrow’s flight through the hall 
when a man is sitting at meat in wintertide, with a warm Are burning 
on the hearth but the chill rain storm without. The sparrow flies in at one 
door and tarries for a moment in the light and heat of the hearth-fire, and 
then, flying forth from the other, vanishes into the wintry darkness whence 
it came. So tarries for a moment the life of man in our sight, but what goes 
before, or what comes after, we know not. If this new teaching tells us aught 
certainly of these, let us follow It. 

Then a pagan priest declared that he bad served his gods faithfully 
and they had done nothing for him in return. Therefore he repudiated 
them and hurled a spear against their shrine. As the insult to the heathen 
deities remained unavenged, the elders assented to the arguments and 
the wishes of the king and accepted Christianity. Paulinus became the 
first archbishop of York, as Augustine had been first archbishop of 
Canterbury. 

A pagan reaction soon drove Paulinus back to Kent, but Celtic mis- 
sionaries now took up the work of converting the north of England. 
In spite of temporary setbacks, most of England was Christianized by 
the middle of the seventh century. But the influence of the Celtic church 
was still strong, and it was doubtful whether England would eventually 
accept the leadership of Rome or remain isolated with the Celtic Chris- 
tians. The matter was brought to an issue at the Synod of Whitby in 
664. The half-whimsical decision of the king that he would follow St. 
Peter, since even the Irish missionaries admitted that St. Peter held the 
keys of heaven, gave the victory to Rome. A few years later Theodore 
of Tarsus, a great administrator, was sent to England as archbishop of 
Canterbury. He perfected the organization of the English church, and 
Celtic Christianity began to lose ground. Gradually, Roman customs 
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were adopted everywhere in England and eventually in Scotland, Wales, 
and even in Ireland. 

Even in Gaul, Rome was threatened by the zeal of Celtic missionaries. 
Ireland was the backbone of the Celtic church, and in the sixth and 
seventh centuries many Irish scholars and monks worked among the 
Germans of the Continent. With Christianity, Ireland had received the 
Roman learning which survived in Britain, and the Irish preserved that 
learning more carefully and intelligently than other northern peoples. 
As a result, the Irish clergy were well trained and well educated and 
were a great civilizing influence wherever they went. The life of Colum- 
ban, the greatest of the Irish missionaries, illustrates their influence. 
He had studied the classics and the sciences, as well as theology, and had 
spent many years in a monastery. He had always “longed to go into 
strange lands,” as his biographer wrote, and finally sailed for Brittany 
with twelve companions. He found that in Gaul “the Christian faith had 
almost departed from the country, the creed alone remained; but the 
saving grace of penance and the longing to root out the lusts of the flesh 
were to be found only in a few.” 

Columban and his followers won the favor of the kings by their 
preaching and example and were allowed to found monasteries in the 
forests and hills of eastern France. Many converts joined them, and the 
growing influence of the Irish monks soon aroused the hostility of the 
Frankish bishops. Columban made matters worse by his fearless de- 
nunciations of the king’s vices and he was ordered to return to Ireland. 
However, he took refuge with rival rulers, who received him well and 
allowed him to continue his missionary work among the Alamanni and 
the Lombards. Columban did not follow the Benedictine rule, but in- 
stead imposed a somewhat stricter code of his own on his monks. At the 
same time he and his followers preserved the Irish tradition of scholar- 
ship, and the monasteries which they founded, such as Luxeuil in the 
Vosges, St. Gall near the Lake of Constance, and Bobbin in the northern 
Apennines, were important centers of learning. Thus, while the Roman 
Church was getting control of England, the Celtic church was extending 
its influence in Gaul. During the eighth century, however, the Irish 
monasteries on the Continent were forced to accept the Benedictine 
rule. Curiously enough, most of them were brought under the control 
of Rome by an English monk, Boniface. As we shall see, eighth century 
England sent out missionaries who wrought a great reform of the 
Church and a great increase of papal authority north of the Alps, so 
that in the long run Augustine’s mission had more enduring results than 
Columban’s. 



CHAPTER III 


THE DECAY OF THE ROMAN WORLD 
IN THE EAST 

1. The Failure of Justinian’s Revival 

O NE of the greatest difficulties in explaining the fall of the 
Roman Empire in the West is that the Empire survived 
in the East. Yet the East suffered from misgovernment, 
heavy taxes, scanty population and barbarian inroads just 
as much as the West did. The East had seemed tired and indifferent as 
early as the first century b. c., when it was conquered by Rome. If Latin 
civilization was decadent by the fourth century a. d., Greek civilization, 
which was older, should have been in an even worse condition. Yet the 
East showed amazing energy and an almost miraculous power of re- 
vival as the West sank further and further into barbarism. 

Perhaps the greatest advantage which the East had over the West 
was its active commerce. The Greeks and the Syrians had always been 
more interested in business than the Italians, and their geographic 
position gave them a practical monopoly of the luxury trade from the 
Orient. So the East was held together by commercial ties, while the 
West was breaking up into little local units. Eastern cities were pros- 
perous, while Western ones were a burden on the government. Many 
men in the East benefited by the large market which the Empire gave 
them; they paid their taxes more readily, and the emperor at Con- 
stantinople had more money for his army than the ruler at Ravenna. 

Geography favored the Empire in the East. Its richest provinces were 
protected by the sea ; the Germans who crossed the Danube line had 
only the Balkans as a field of settlement. It was not difficult to persuade 
them to move on to the more fertile lands of the West. They could not 
reach the great trading cities of Syria and Egypt without taking Con- 
stantinople, and Constantinople was the nearest thing to an impreg- 
nable city that was ever built. With the inlet of the Golden Horn on 
the north, the Sea of Marmora on the south, and the swift current of 
the Bosporus on the east, it was almost surrounded by water. On the 
west, or land side, a short wall was enough to bar invaders. It is not 
surprising that Constantine, seeking a capital in the East, should have 
picked this site, and rebuilt the little town of Byzantium into a new 
Rome. His successors improved the fortifications, and from that time 
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to the present Constantinople has been the key position in the Near 
East. It was a great fortress and a wealthy trading city. The possession 
of Constantinople alone gave the Eastern emperors a great advantage 
over their co-rulers in the West. ^Moreover, from Constantinople, Asia 
Minor could be controlled, and in Asia Minor, as the Eastern emperors 
slowly discovered, were peasants who still made good soldiers. The 
barbarians had dominated the army in the East as in the West, but they 
were gradually replaced by levies from the Anatolian highlands. The 
process was never entirely completed; to the very end the Eastern 
Empire used foreign mercenaries, but there was always a strong con- 
tingent of native troops to keep the foreigners from seizing control. As 
long as the emperors held Constantinople and Asia Minor, they could 
never be entirely vanquished. 

Finally, the East was more fortunate in its rulers than the West. The 
fifth century emperors at Constantinople were not great men, but they 
were not as incompetent as Honorius or Valentinian III. They knew 
how to play the old Roman game of setting the barbarians against each 
other ; they had enough ready money so that they could buy peace when 
they could not secure it by intrigues. In their rather plodding and un- 
heroic way, they held the East together and kept civilization at a fairly 
high level in their territories. 

In fact, relieved of the dead weight of the West, the East even showed 
signs of a revival. The frozen Grieco-Roman tradition began to crack, 
while ancient Oriental influences which had been suppressed for cen- 
turies began to be felt again. New ideas and new combinations were pos- 
sible; slavish imitation of the past was no longer required. This was 
especially noticeable in the arts, where the Christians finally found 
forms to express their ideas. Thus a new style of church architecture was 
developed which owed much to Syrian influences as well as to older 
Roman models. There was more respect for tradition in economics and 
politics, but even in these fields the eastern fragment of the Roman 
Empire was ceasing to be a fragment and was developing its own in- 
stitutions and its own techniques. The late Roman Empire was becom- 
ing the Byzantine Empire. 

Yet it should be remembered that the Byzantine Empire always called 
itself the Roman Empire, and that the old tradition of a world-state 
died hard. In the sixth century this tradition was revived by Justinian, 
the last Latin-speaking emperor. Much more ambitious than his fifth 
century predecessors, he dreamed of regaining all the Western terri- 
tories which had once been ruled by Rome. Since he was the real power 
during the brief reign of his uncle Justin (518-527), who was a good but 
rather illiterate general, and since his own reign lasted from 527 to 565, 
he had almost half a century to carry out his plans. During this period. 
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as we have seen, he regained most of North Africa, all of Italy south of 
the Alps, and the southeastern corner of Spain. In spite of these successes, 
the Empire was weaker at his death than at his accession. Within a cen- 
tury it was to lose not only Justinian’s conquests but some of its richest 
eastern provinces. 

As in the fourth century, a state covering most of the Mediterranean 
basin was an economic mistake. Even though the West was taxed until 
its inhabitants regretted the easier rule of the barbarians, it remained 
a burden on the East. The armies which took and held Italy, Africa, and 
the Spanish coast were raised in the East and paid for by the East. The 
conquests of Justinian dissipated rather than increased the military and 
financial resources of the Empire. The emperor’s best generals were in 
the West, and the East was bled dry to support their armies at a time 
when both the money and the armies were needed nearer home. 

On the eastern frontier of the Empire was the Sassanid kingdom of 
Persia, which had been a match for Rome in its greatest days. It was 
even more dangerous in Justinian’s day, and it could always find ex- 
cuses for war in the undetermined boundary between the two states. 
Again and again it attacked the eastern provinces of the Empire, but 
Justinian was so determined on the conquest of the West that he con- 
tented himself with fighting a defensive war against Persia. As a result, 
Syria suffered horribly from Sassanid raids, and the important silk 
trade with the Orient was frequently interrupted. Justinian strove to 
find routes to India and China which Persia could not block, but he 
had little success. So the Persian war not only necessitated heavier taxes 
but also impoverished the great trading cities on which the welfare of 
the Empire depended. 

Justinian, in his early years, had recognized the weakness of the 
Roman financial and administrative system. He had hoped that he 
could reduce the burden of taxes and improve the standard of honesty 
of the civil service. Instead, he had to ask more and more money from 
his subjects, and he allowed his agents to collect that money by the 
most oppressive means. High officials at court might be dishonest and 
tyrannical, but as long as they produced the required sums, no questions 
were asked. The loyalty of the eastern provinces to the Empire, which 
had been unquestioned during the crisis of the migrations, was weak- 
ened by the strain of Justinian’s demands. 

This was especially true in Egypt and Syria, where the native popula- 
tion had never been completely assimilated, in spite of eight centuries of 
Greek and Roman rule. As we have seen, the old traditions of these 
people were beginning to work their way through the threadbare fabric 
of Graeco-Roman culture. By the sixth century, the Egyptians and the 
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Syrians had a tendency to feel that their interests were quite distinct 
from those of the Greeks, who held most of the important positions in 
the imperial civil service. This tendency was stimulated by the con- 
quest of the West, which benefited the Greeks who got jobs there rather 
than the people of the Oriental provinces who had to pay heavy taxes. 

Religious differences widened the breach between the native popula- 
tions and the emperor’s officials. The dispute was over the old question 
of the relation between the divine and the human elements in Christ. 
Did Christ have two natures — that is, was he completely human and 
completely divine at the same time — or did the divine nature predomi- 
nate ? Many people in the East, especially in Egypt and Syria, favored 
the Jatter.interpretation, which had been condemned as heretical. The 
West, as usual, had accepted the orthodox doctrine whole-heartedly. A 
difference of this sort was serious at a time when men were ready to defy 
all lay authority to maintain their religious beliefs. Justinian worked 
desperately to impose a compromise which would satisfy all parts of 
the Empire, but he found, as many men since his day have found, that 
of all disputes a religious one is the hardest to compromise. The pope 
accepted his settlement only after threats and imprisonment, while a 
large part of the population of Egypt and Syria never accepted it at all. 
Since the Greek ruling class adhered to the emperor’s creed, a new dis- 
tinction was drawn between them and the natives, and soon each group 
was supporting its own church. 

Some of Justinian’s advisers urged that further concessions should be 
made to the eastern heretics, even at the cost of offending the Roman 
Church. This policy was advocated by the empress Theodora, who prob- 
ably had more political insight than her husband. She had been the 
Byzantine equivalent of a chorus girl before she married the young 
Justinian, and her early experiences, while not particularly edifying, 
had acquainted her with all classes of people and many parts of the 
Empire. In personal courage she was superior to Justinian. During the 
famous Nika riots, when the mob of Constantinople besieged the em- 
peror in his own palace, Theodora persuaded him to resist, instead of 
fleeing as he had first planned. The advice of such a woman was worth 
considering, but Justinian could not accept it as long as he hoped to 
gain territories adhering to the Roman Church. 

Justinian weakened the Empire in two-thirds of the East in order to 
gain lands in the West which his successors could not hold. But all the 
dangers in his policy were not apparent at once ; to contemporaries his 
reign was a magnificent demonstration of the eternal power of Rome. 
This magnificence was especially noticeable in the heart of the Empire, 
the Greek-speaking districts centering in Constantinople. These regions 
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suffered less from war and profited more from Justinian’s extraordinary 
expenditures than any other region. It was at this time that Constan- 
tinople became the greatest trading city in the Mediterranean region. 
Its old rival, Antioch, was weakened by the Persian war. Its hinterland 
was devastated by the enemy and the city itself was held for a short 
time by an invading army in 540. Constantinople, however, was out of 
the danger zone and traders naturally centered their business there. 
Justinian was a great builder, and his capital benefited especially from 
this interest. Everywhere in the Empire new public buildings and 
churches rose, but the crowning achievement of the reign was Santa 
Sophia in Constantinople. Here the new architectural style, which had 
been growing up in the East, revealed all its possibilities. Byzantium 
had created something which was not classical, and yet was neither 
barbarous nor decadent. 

Santa Sophia is one of Justinian’s great monuments — the other is his 
summary of Roman law, the Corpus Juris Civilis. The Romans’ greatest 
achievement was their law, but the law lay scattered in thousands of 
fragments — acts of the Senate, imperial administrative orders, judicial 
decisions, official books of jurisprudence, and so on. Some earlier at- 
tempts had been made to organize this material, but no one had suc- 
ceeded in doing the whole job. In his plans for administrative reform, 
Justinian included the restatement of the law and, unlike most of his 
other projects, this one was accomplished. Much of the credit should go 
to Tribonian, who headed the commission which did the actual work, 
but the emperor applied the pressure which made the commission finish 
its task with amazing rapidity. The laws were codified, interpretations 
of the law were classified and harmonized, and a manual explaining the 
principles of the law was written. Some valuable material was lost in the 
attempt to eliminate contradictions, repetitions, and archaic elements, 
but the essential parts of Roman law were preserved as they never would 
have been if we had had to rely on the survival of the hundreds of manu- 
scripts which Tribonian and his fellows abridged. 

It is hard to overestimate the influence of this work in the late me- 
dieval and early modern periods; at times it was second only to that of 
the Bible. Here was a summary of the legal knowledge of the most legal- 
minded people of antiquity. Here was the law of a great civilization, 
ready to be used by the men who were trying to build a great civilization 
anew. There was no problem of human relations which the Roman 
lawyers had not discussed, and their solutions were always worthy of 
respectful consideration. All Europe, except England, was eventually to 
follow the principles of Roman law, and even the English organized 
their law in Roman categories. 
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2. Islam and the Arab Conquest 

Soon after the death of the aged Justinian, a child was born in Arabia 
who was to change the history of the world. This child, Mohammed, 
was to establish the religion which became the great rival of Christian- 
ity ; he was to found an empire which became greater than that of Rome. 
Yet, in the sixth century, any one born in Arabia seemed condemned to 
obscurity, however great his ability. The huge peninsula, about a third 
the size of the United States, was like a wedge driven into the civiliza- 
tions of the East. On the west, across the Red Sea and the Sinai Desert, 
was Egypt ; to the north lay Palestine and Syria ; the northeastern fron- 
tier touched Mesopotamia ; and across the eastern ocean was India. Yet 
most of the trade-routes passed by, rather than through Arabia. Travel- 
ers skirted its deserts on the north ; they sailed past its forbidding coasts 
on the west and east. For Arabia, in spite of its size and strategic loca- 
tion, was a dry, barren country which supported only a small population. 
Mountain chains or hills, running parallel to the coast, shut out the sea 
breezes and cut off the rainfall from the high plateau of the interior. 
There were no forests, the rivers dried up in the summer, and only in 
the oases was agriculture possible. The extreme south, the frankincense 
country, was somewhat more fertile, but in most of the peninsula nothing 
grew except scanty desert grasses. 

The Arabs were Semites, closely related to the Jews, the Syrians, and 
the ancient Babylonians and Phoenicians. At the time of Mohammed 
most of the Arabs were Bedouins, or nomads, who made a living by 
grazing their animals over immense ranges in the arid interior. In the 
south and along the western coast were town-dwellers, who supported 
themselves by trading and such agriculture as was possible. Frankin- 
cense, which grew in South Arabia, was carried by land, up the west 
coast, to the Mediterranean. Some dealers in Oriental goods, who feared 
the difficult passage up the Red Sea, landed their cargoes at Arabian 
ports and let them take the same route. This trade had once been im- 
portant enough to support a fairly advanced civilization in South Arabia, 
but after the Romans occupied Egypt, traders from India landed their 
goods on the western side of the Red Sea rather than on the Arabian 
coast. As a result, the towns of Arabia declined, and by the seventh 
century many of their inhabitants had reverted to the nomadic life of, 
the desert. 

Along the coasts and in the extreme north, the Arabs had formed 
some rather loosely organized kingdoms. Elsewhere, there was no cen- 
tral government, and even the tribes had little coherence. In times of 
peace each family, or wandering group of a few families, took care of 
its own affairs. Only in case of war did the head of the tribe have any 
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real authority. This lack of organization made it easy for a strong 
leader with a few devoted followers to dominate a wide area. On some 
occasions in the past, the inhabitants of the peninsula had pushed into 
the richer countries of the North, probably as a result of overpopulation 
or temporary union under a powerful ruler. The Phoenician and Jewish 
settlements in Palestine are examples of such movements. But since the 
rise of Rome, the Arabs had been unable to do anything more than raid 
border towns, and in the sixth century no one considered them a menace. 

The Arabs were a sensitive, imaginative people, very fond of poetry 
and deeply interested in religious problems. Yet in their relations with 
each other they were rather brutal, and their religion had little effect 
on their conduct. Men who could afford it had several wives; others 
found it possible to arrange temporary marriages. Weak and super- 
fluous children were killed. Widows and orphans had no rights and were 
treated as beggars or slaves. Each family avenged its own injuries and, 
in the process, tried to do more damage than it had received, so that 
feuds once started were hard to stop. The aggrieved family might accept 
money instead of using its right of vengeance, but no outside authority 
could force it to do so. Intertribal wars were common, and raiding 
parties made travel unsafe during most of the year. The religion of the 
Arabs consisted almost entirely of external observances and was in a 
state of great confusion. They had succeeded in discovering several 
hundred gods, and each tribe had its favorite deities. In addition, they 
had to propitiate the innumerable tribes of djinns, spirits intermediate 
between gods and men. Christian and Persian beliefs had also entered 
the country, while several northern tribes had accepted Judaism. The 
influence of these three religions, and especially that of Judaism, was 
felt even by Arabs who remained loyal to their old faith. In spite of all 
this divergence there were religious practices common to all the Arabs, 
a fact which was very helpful to Mohammed in securing unity of faith 
among his people. There were, for example, three sacred months during 
which all feuds and wars were suspended and men could attend the 
great fairs and religious ceremonies without danger. Mecca, a fairly 
important trading center near the Red Sea, was recognized as the reli- 
gious center and enjoyed permanent neutrality. In Mecca was the great 
Arabian sanctuary, the Kaaba, a square stone house which held 360 idols, 
including an image of Christ. The most revered object in the Kaaba was 
the famous black stone which had fallen from heaven, probably as a 
meteorite, and had been adored by the Arabs for centuries. These com- 
mon beliefs were not enough to form a national religion, but they made 
the task of the prophet easier. He was also aided by the fact that the 
excessive number of deities and the new ideas coming in from foreign 
lands were weakening the old faith in idols. 
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Mohammed was born about the year S71 of our era. In early child- 
hood he was left an orphan with very little property. There is little 
contemporary evidence about his early years. His utterances in the 
Koran contain only one reference to this period : 

Did He not find thee an orphan, and sheltered thee? 

And found thee erring, and guided thee? 

And found thee poor and enriched thee? 

The traditions handed down by the prophet’s followers relate that he 
grew up as a shepherd boy and later entered the service of a rich widow, 
his cousin Khadija. While in charge of her affairs he made several long 
journeys, during which he may have met Arabs who knew something 
of the Jewish and Christian faiths. At the age of twenty-five he married 
his employer, though she is said to have been about fifteen years older. 
This marriage gave him wealth, position, and leisure. 

From childhood Mohammed had been subject to peculiar seizures, 
and as he grew older the attacks became more frequent. During these 
paroxysms he was completely unconscious of what he said, and showed 
many of the symptoms of a man with a violent fever. His followers have 
naturally regarded these attacks as holy trances; Christian writers, 
seeking a rational explanation, have called them fits of hysteria. They 
certainly inclined Mohammed toward religious meditation; after his 
marriage he spent a month each year in retirement and prayer. But until 
he was about forty years of age his inspiration was not clear, and he was 
uncertain as to what he was to do. Then he had a vision in which he 
believed that the angel Gabriel came down to the lowest heaven and 
commanded him to preach. 

Cry, in the name of thy Lord, who created — 

Created man from blood. 

Cry! for thy Lord is the bountifulest! 

Who taught the pen. 

Taught man what he did not know. 

Mohammed was still doubtful that he was really called to a prophetic 
career, but Khadija comforted him and believed in him. Gradually he 
became filled with the vision of the one, eternal God and began to plead 
with his countrymen to abandon their multitude of deities. To this 
period belong the great poetic passages of the Koran, the appeals to “the 
wonders of nature, the stars in their courses, the sun and the moon, the 
dawn cleaving asunder the dark veil of night, the life-giving rain, the 
fruits of the earth, life and death, change and decay — ‘all are signs of 
God’s power, if only ye would understand.’ ” This earliest portion of the 
Koran is one long blazonry of nature’s beauty. “How can you believe 
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in aught but the one, omnipotent God, when you see this glorious world 
around you and this wondrous tent of heaven above you?” is Mo- 
hammed’s frequent question to his countrymen. 

The prophet was not without honor among his immediate associates, 
for his first followers were his wife, his servant, and his cousin Ali ; but 
progress was very slow, and it is said that in three years he made but 
fourteen converts. While Mohammed insisted that he was the prophet 
of God, he did not claim supernatural powers or worship for himself. 
“I am no more than man ; when I order you anything with respect to 
religion, receive it, and when I order you about the affairs of the world 
then I am nothing more than man.” Throughout his life he always denied 
that he could work a miracle. His fellow-citizens were not impressed by 
a prophet without magical gifts. Abu-Bekr, Othman, Omar and Ali 
were almost the only men of good family who believed in him, and his 
followers were mainly from the lower classes, especially slaves. When 
he began to preach against the idols, violent opposition was aroused, 
since the prosperity of Mecca was based on the pilgrimages made to its 
shrine. First the prophet’s lowly followers were persecuted and then his 
own life was threatened. He made one unsuccessful attempt to with- 
draw to another city, but was stoned from its gates. Then he fled with 
his supporters to Yatrib, which was renamed Medinet-en-Nabi, the 
City of the Prophet, now Medina. This hegira, or flight, was in the year 
622 A. D., and from it the Mohammedans reckon the beginning of their 
era. 

Medina was the center of the Arabs who had accepted the Jewish 
faith, and so was less hostile to monotheism than Mecca. Mohammed 
seems to have hoped to persuade the Jews to accept him as a successor 
to their prophets. While he failed in this attempt, he made many con- 
verts among the pagan Arabs and soon found himself at the head of a 
large community. This involved him in endless political difficulties. He 
had to keep peace among his own followers ; he had to keep them from 
quarreling with the natives of Medina; and he had to carry on a desul- 
tory war with his enemies at Mecca. These preoccupations are reflected 
in the revelations which Mohammed received during this period ; there 
is a great deal less poetry, and a great deal more law. Rules regarding 
the punishment of criminals, the division of inheritances, and the forms 
of marriage were laid down during the sojourn at Medina. At the 
time, definite religious observances were imposed. 

There are many traditions regarding the prophet’s life at Medina, 
and they seem more authentic than the stories of his early years. He led 
a simple life, avoiding both luxury and asceticism. His regular food was 
dates, or barley bread and water ; he seldom allowed himself the pleas- 
ures of eating milk and honey. His clothes were plain but exquisitely 
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neat ; when they wore out he mended them himself. At home he kindled 
the fire, swept the floor, milked the goats, and did other work when it 
was necessary. He was fond of animals and children. He loved to take 
part in the children’s games ; after he had married the child Aisheh, he 
frequently helped her play with her dolls. A bench always stood before 
his door on which any poor man might rest and share his food. He in- 
spired the deepest devotion in his followers, and he never lost the friend- 
ship of one whom he trusted. And with all his power and authority he 
was, as Aisheh said, as “bashful as a veiled virgin.” 

During the long stay at Medina, Mohammed’s power increased stead- 
ily. He had the best of the sporadic fighting with the Meccans, and finally 
gained so many allies that in 630 he could attempt a direct attack on the 
city. Mecca fell without much opposition, and Mohammed immediately 
purified the Kaaba of its idols so that it could be a fitting center for his 
religion. He had claimed from the beginning that the Kaaba and the 
black stone were remnants of a temple built by Abraham, and that the 
line of prophetic succession, which commenced with Abraham, was to 
end with himself. Thus he was able to take over the most venerated 
object in Mecca for his religion and preserve the city’s position as the 
religious center of Arabia. The fall of Mecca greatly impressed the 
Arabs, and most of the tribes of the peninsula immediately acknowl- 
edged Mohammed’s spiritual and political leadership. Yet Arabia was 
still far from being a unified state when the prophet died in 632. 

However, Mohammed had left behind him the Koran, the collected 
body of his revelations, and his followers could still guide themselves by 
his principles. The prophet had said : “Let the Koran ever be your guide. 
Do what it commands or permits; shun what it forbids.” The Arabs 
believed that the Koran contained all that man needed to know. God 
had prepared this guide for the human race; it had always existed in 
heaven ; but no one had been worthy of receiving it before Mohammed. 
It was revealed to him piece by piece, as he became capable of under- 
standing it, or as circumstances made it applicable, but it formed a 
coherent and consistent whole. From the beginning of the prophet’s 
mission his associates had tried to preserve his words, writing them 
down on whatever was handy, paper, parchment, palm leaves, bones or 
stones. This confused mass of Mohammed’s sayings was collected and 
arranged by Abu-Bekr (632-634). But other copies of the prophet’s 
utterances were still in existence, and disputes soon arose as to what 
were the correct readings. This difficulty was eventually ended by the 
caliph Othman (644-6S6), who had an authoritative collection made 
and ordered all other copies to be destroyed. Othman’s collection has 
remained practically unchanged down to the present day. In no other 
religion is there such complete contemporary evidence as to what the 
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founder said, nor such early agreement on the authentic version of his 
remarks. On the other hand, the Koran was put together so hurriedly 
that its arrangement is very bad. The first revelation, in which he was 
commanded to begin his mission, is in chapter ninety-six, and, in general, 
the earliest utterances come late in the book, while the long Medina 
passages come in the first chapters. Many crudities, repetitions, contra- 
dictory statements, and purely contemporary decisions were preserved 
which might have dropped out if the authorized version had not been 
made so soon. Yet, as it stands, orthodox Mussulmans consider it perfect 
in form and content — a great piece of literature, as well as the most im- 
portant revelation ever made to man. 

, The religion taught in the Koran was easy to comprehend, and easy 
to follow. “There is no God but Allah. . . . God is one and omnipotent. 
... He begetteth not nor is He begotten, nor is there one like unto 
Him. . . . Mohammed is His prophet. . . . Verily they only are true 
believers who believe in God and His apostle." The faithful must also 
believe in the resurrection and the day of judgment, when every man 
will be rewarded according to his merits. Mohammed likewise enjoined 
respect for earlier prophets, such as Adam, Noah, Abraham, Moses and 
Jesus, although their revelations had been superseded by the Koran. 
Many stories from the Old and New Testaments were inserted in the 
Koran, often in such an inaccurate form that it is clear that Mohammed 
was quoting legends circulating among the Arabs, rather than actual 
written texts. Yet in spite of misquotation, many Jewish religious pre- 
cepts are recognizable in the Koran, and the Mohammedan conception 
of the last judgment is very like the Christian. Besides strict monothe- 
ism, belief in a future life, and respect for the prophetic tradition, the 
Koran emphasizes predestination. Mohammed’s own name for his re- 
ligion was Islam, “submission to the will of God,” and the Koran says : 
“Every man’s fate have we bound about his neck.” 

The principal religious practices enjoined by the prophet are equally 
simple: prayer, fasting, almsgiving, and pilgrimage. A good Mussul- 
man must pray five times a day; at daybreak, just after noon, in the 
middle of the afternoon, at sunset, and at nightfall. Prayer is preceded 
by purification with water, or in the desert with sand. Throughout the 
month of Ramadan, believers must fast during the hours of daylight ; 
at night they may eat and drink until they can discern a black thread 
from a white thread by the light of day. Almsgiving was especially 
emphasized ; “Ye will never attain to righteousness until ye give in alms 
of that which ye love.” A favorite saying of one of the caliphs was: 
“Prayer carries us half way to God; fasting brings us to the door of 
His palace; and alms procure us admission.” Every believer, unless 
prevented by insurmountable difficulties, must make a pilgrimage to 
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Mecca at least once in his lifetime. But “he only shall visit the Mosque 
of God who believes in God and the Last Day, and is instant in 
prayer, and payeth the alms, and feareth God only.” 

Besides these religious principles, the Koran also contained moral 
precepts and a rudimentary code of law. Wine-drinking and gambling, 
“abominations of the devil’s making,” were prohibited. A dietary law, 
somewhat like that of the Jews, banned certain foods, especially pork. 
More important were the rules designed to curb the violence and brutal- 
ity of the Arabs. Disputes among followers of the prophet were to be 
arbitrated instead of being allowed to grow into blood-feuds. Elaborate 
rules of inheritance were revealed, which greatly increased the rights 
of orphans and female relatives. Infanticide was severely condemned. 
An effort was made to improve the position of women. Temporary unions 
were frowned upon, and no man might have more than four legitimate 
wives. Divorce was still easy, but the divorced wife could no longer be 
sent away penniless. On the whole, Mohammed succeeded in abolishing 
the worst abuses of Arab society and made possible the formation of a 
much more unified and cooperative community. 

While the religion of Islam borrowed much from its Christian and 
Jewish predecessors, in one important respect it was unique. In Mo- 
hammedanism there was no need for an organized priesthood, nor for 
a sacramental system. Each individual believer had to assure his own 
salvation by his own good conduct. Every essential act of the religion 
could be performed by a man living alone. It was customary for the 
faithful to assemble together on Friday for prayers; it was common 
for certain men to devote themselves to explanation of the holy book ; 
but neither the assembly nor the theologian were necessary. The sim- 
plicity of the Mohammedan faith, the absence of church organization 
and ritual, made it easy to spread. Any true believer could preach the 
faith; any one could accept it immediately, without waiting for the 
creation of a local church. This often gave the Mohammedans a great 
advantage in missionary competition with Christianity. On the other 
hand, Islam could easily become a religion of pure external observance, 
because its very simplicity barred it from certain emotional appeals. 

Mohammed had thought of many things, but he had made no plans 
for a successor when he died. Yet a strong leader was necessary ; Arabia 
was still very imperfectly consolidated, and many Bedouin tribes still 
resented the supremacy of the prophet. Revolts broke out as soon as 
Mohammed died, and his followers at first were bewildered and helpless. 
They finally decided to choose a caliph, or successor, who would take 
Mohammed’s place as leader of the community of the faithful. Abu- 
Bekr, one of the earliest converts and most sincere believers, was given 
this office. He ruled only two years ( 632 - 634 ), but by his wisdom and 



78 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

boldness he managed to stem the crisis and complete the unification of 
Arabia. Under his successor, Omar (634-644) the wonderful conquests 
began. The Arabs had long envied the wealth of their neighbors. Now, 
united for the first time by the new religion, they found both Rome 
and Persia weakened by misgovernment and disastrous wars. We have 
already seen that the non-Greek inhabitants of the Eastern Empire 
were irritated by the taxes and disgusted with the religious policy of the 
government. They did nothing to oppose the Arab attack, since they 
felt that they might be better off under the new rulers. Without popular 
support the imperial armies could not hold the open country, and the 
few towns which they garrisoned could not hold out indefinitely when 
they were cut off from supplies. So between 634 and 649 Syria, Palestine, 
Armenia and Egypt were conquered by the Arabs. At the same time, a 
fleet was built which gained effective control of the Mediterranean and 
seized the important islands of Cyprus, Crete, and Rhodes. Persia was 
taken with almost equal ease between the years 632 and 642. Like the 
Syrians and Egyptians, the Persians were disgusted with their oppres- 
sive and incompetent rulers and made little resistance to the Arabs. 
Islam was now dominant from the eastern boundary of Persia to Tripoli 
in Africa. The Arabs were pushing onward in every direction, when their 
advance was interrupted by civil war at home. 

The first two caliphs, Abu-Bekr and Omar, had been generally re- 
spected, but under Omar’s successor, Othman (644-656), the believers 
gradually split into two parties. While Othman was one of the earliest 
converts to the faith, he did not have the intense feeling of hostility to 
the people of Mecca that was held by most of the old believers. He was 
accused of favoring his kinsmen, the Ommiads, who were one of the 
leading families of Mecca and had at one time bitterly opposed the 
prophet. The old believers resented the frequent assigning of high posi- 
tions to recent converts, and feeling became so intense that Othman was 
assassinated in 656. Matters were made worse by the election of Ali, the 
son-in-law and adopted son of Mohammed, to succeed Othman. Ali did 
nothing to punish the murderers of his predecessor and was suspected of 
being an accomplice. Opposition arose within his own party and a re- 
bellion was led by Aisheh, widow of the prophet. No sooner was she 
captured than Ali had to face a new uprising, led by the Ommiads. After 
some fighting, the whole matter was submitted to arbitration, and the 
decision went against Ali. One of the Ommiads was proclaimed caliph, 
but Ali refused to submit and held Persia and Mesopotamia for a short 
time. He was assassinated in 661 by a member of a new sect which op- 
posed all caliphs, and sought democratic government. This sect was 
itself unimportant; however, the removal of Ali ended opposition to 
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the Ommiad caliph, who soon restored the unity of the Mohammedan 
world. 

This first Ommiad ruler took the decisive step of moving the capital 
of the Arab Empire from Mecca to Damascus. Damascus occupied a 
more central position and it was also removed from the narrow influence 
of those who wished to keep all power in the hands of the first converts 
and their families. The Ommiads wished to make the loosely organized 
Arab Empire into a real state. They employed many Syrians and Egyp- 
tians, who put their knowledge of Roman administrative techniques 
at the service of the new government. Centralization increased, regular 
taxes were introduced, and the office of caliph was made hereditary. 

The “old believers” in Mecca and Medina were scandalized by these 
innovations and tried to free themselves from the worldly rule of the 
Ommiads, but their rebellion was put down with great severity. The old 
Arab aristocracy, rather than the companions of the prophet, was now 
in control of the state. This gave the Ommiads the support of the mili- 
tary leaders, but at the same time it involved them in difficulties with 
their non-Arab subjects. Many of the conquered peoples accepted the 
new faith, both because it was attractive in itself and because the fol- 
lower of Islam was exempt from the heavy tribute demanded from the 
unbeliever. These converts became so numerous that they threatened 
the dominant position of the Arabs, and the Ommiad caliphs did their 
best to keep them in an inferior position. They were forced to pay the 
heavy land-tax from which the Arabs were exempt and they were seldom 
advanced to responsible positions. In fact, Christians often had a better 
chance of attaining high office than converts. Thus, far from forcing 
Mohammedanism on their subjects, the Ommiad caliphs adopted a 
rather discouraging attitude toward converts and in Syria, where their 
influence was greatest, it was several centuries before Islam became the 
dominant religion among the non-Arabs. In the old Persian kingdom 
there were more converts, and their bitter resentment over their inferior 
position led to constant rebellions. Mohammedan sects which resented 
what they called the usurpation of the Ommiads could always find allies 
among the Persians. 

While the Ommiads wished to keep political power in the hands of 
the Arabs, they had no objections to profiting from the superior civiliza- 
tion of their non-Arab subjects. Their administration was based on 
Roman and Persian models, and they were even more willing to absorb 
the art and learning of their predecessors. Christian and Persian scholars 
were welcomed at Damascus, and the great task of translating medical 
and scientific works into Arabic was begun. Beautiful mosques were 
built at Damascus and Jerusalem, in which Syrian architecture was 
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adapted to the needs of the Mohammedan religion. A new civilization 
began to form around the Ommiad court at Damascus, a civilization in 
which Greek, Syrian, Persian, and Egyptian traditions played a greater 
part than Arab. Luxuries increased, and much of the old desert sim- 
plicity was lost. Unlike the Germans in the West, the Arab conquerors 
of the East were able to use their heritage from the old Mediterranean 
civilizations almost as soon as they occupied the country. 

The end of civil war and the growing efficiency of Ommiad govern- 
ment soon made further conquests possible. The second great period of 
Mohammedan expansion began in the last decade of the seventh century 
and continued for about fifty years. North Africa was the first objective 
and here, as usual, the invaders benefited from the profound antagonism 
which existed between the Roman government and the native popula- 
tion. In Africa, as in Italy, Justinian’s reconquest had been followed by 
heavy taxation and by persecution of heretics. The Romanized Africans 
were ruined and many of them left the country. The Berbers, natives 
who had not accepted Roman civilization, soon refused to obey imperial 
officials. A region so divided could not put up effective resistance. While 
the Berbers fought bravely to preserve their own independence, they 
lacked the support of the Roman cities, and the cities in turn were help- 
less without the support of the country people. Carthage fell in 697, and 
by 708 Africa, as far as the Straits of Gibraltar, was in the power of the 
Mohammedans. 

From the Straits it was easy to pass over into Spain. The Visigothic 
kingdom was as badly governed as Merovingian Gaul ; the nobles were 
ready to do anything to weaken royal power, and the common people 
had no love for a regime which was always inefficient and often tyran- 
nical. A single victory, in 711, was enough to open the whole country to 
Tarik, who commanded the invading army, and from whom Gibraltar 
takes its name.^ It is said that his forces numbered only twelve thousand, 
of whom all but three hundred were Berbers from newly conquered 
Africa. The figures may not be accurate, but the proportion of non- 
Arabs is probably not exaggerated. The handful of inhabitants of the 
Arabian peninsula could never have made their conquests had they not 
been able to enlist subject peoples in their army. The conquest of Spain 
is a striking illustration of this point. Not only was the invading army 
composed of Berbers, but in Spain itself many Visigothic nobles joined 
the conquerors. The whole peninsula, with the exception of the Galician 
mountains, was soon subject to the Mohammedans. 

They pressed on across the Pyrenees into southern Gaul, but this 
country was not quite as disorganized as Spain. The south could not be 
protected, but when the raiders pushed north in 732, they were checked 
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at Poitiers. Charles Martel, the mayor of the palace, had begun to re- 
form the decadent Merovingian government, and he was able to as- 
semble a great army which could hold its own against the invaders. The 
actual fighting at Poitiers was not very decisive; the Mohammedans 
were unable to push their raid farther, but their army withdrew in good 
order. Later legends embellished the victory, and recounted that 375,000 
invaders, together with their king, had been killed, while the Frankish 
loss was only 1500. Even in modern times, the importance of this battle 
has been greatly overestimated. It did not free Gaul from danger, and 
raids on the south continued for some years. Lyons was pillaged in 743, 
and the invaders held Narbonne until 759. The most effective check to 
the Moslem advance was a revolt of the Berbers in Africa. This deprived 
the western Mohammedans of their best troops and cut them off from 
reinforcements from the East. Before this obstacle could be overcome, 
Charles Martel and his son had succeeded in reviving the power of the 
Frankish state and further conquests in Europe were impossible. 

In the East, the Mohammedans made great advances during this same 
period. They captured Khiva, Bokhara, and Samarkand and advanced 
to the frontiers of China, thus gaining full control of one of the most im- 
portant medieval trade-routes — the silk road from the East. They ob- 
tained a foothold in India by subjugating Afghanistan and the valley 
of the Indus. But, in spite of desperate efforts, they could not destroy 
the Eastern Empire. Asia Minor remained Byzantine, and the impreg- 
nable city of Constantinople resisted two prolonged sieges. The city on 
the Bosporus was then, as so often later, the bulwark of Europe. In 
spite of this failure, the caliphate reached its greatest extent under the 
Ommiads. In a hundred years the Mohammedans had created an em- 
pire far greater than Rome had ever ruled. 



CHAPTER IV 


THE ATTEMPTED REVIVAL UNDER PIPPIN 
AND CHARLEMAGNE 

1. The Ancestors of Charlemagne 

D uring the seventh century the kingdom of the Franks 
seemed to be disintegrating as the other Germanic king- 
doms had done. In spite of all their efforts, the kings lost 
power steadily to the nobles. The nobles were neither will- 
ing nor able to maintain the power of the central government. It is true 
that the mayor of the palace, who controlled the royal administration, 
usually represented the interests of the aristocracy, but the mayor’s 
authority was by no means unquestioned. The kings were sometimes 
strong enough to get rid of an unpopular mayor, the nobles were fre- 
quently jealous of his power, and since there was a mayor for each 
division of Frankish territory, civil wars between them were frequent. 
One mayor in Austrasia formed an exaggerated idea of his own power 
and tried to make his son king, but he failed to get enough support to 
carry out his plans and was tortured to death by the king of Neustria. 
Authority was so divided that no one could make effective use of the 
resources of the country. Outlying districts, such as Gascony and Ba- 
varia, became practically independent, and peace and security were 
lacking even in the heart of the kingdom. 

The Frankish realm was rescued from this hopeless situation by a 
remarkable family which succeeded in gaining hereditary control of the 
mayorship. The first of these great mayors was Pippin, whose grand- 
father had held the same office in the early part of the century. Pippin 
at first ruled only Austrasia, the eastern half of the kingdom, but in 
687 he defeated the mayor of Neustria and gained control of the entire 
realm. He succeeded in restoring some degree of order and in increasing 
Frankish influence in the turbulent frontier districts. Even more im- 
portant was his encouragement of the missionary activity of the Church. 
Since Pippin came from the German part of the kingdom he was es- 
pecially interested in the conversion of the pagans who pressed on his 
eastern frontiers. He also seems to have been a sincere Christian, in 
contrast to most of the Merovingian rulers. One of his grandfathers had 
been a mayor of the palace, but the other had been a bishop and a saint. 
Pippin was especially interested in the conversion of the Frisians, a 
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piratical people 'whom he had subdued. He felt that his conquest of their 
country would never be secure until they had become Christians and 
abandoned their pagan practices. Consequently, he encouraged the 
labors of the Irish missionaries, who still had almost a monopoly of 
the field. He also sought help from England, which still had all the 
zeal of a newly converted country. Through this close cooperation with 
the Church, Pippin laid the foundation for the alliance which was to 
bind together his family and the papacy and strengthen both parties 
greatly. 

Pippin died in 714, leaving the mayorship to his young grandsons. But 
Pippin’s real successor was to be his illegitimate son Charles, later known 
as Martel, or the “Hammer.” The supporters of the young mayors feared 
Charles’ ability, and had him imprisoned, but they were unable to 
repress other dangers. The nobles of Neustria at once took advantage of 
the opportunity offered by the rule of a minor to assert their independ- 
ence. They were successful at first, but Charles escaped from prison and 
in 717 won a decisive victory which subjected Neustria to his rule. 
Austrasia had already recognized him as mayor, and thenceforth neither 
the Merovingian kinglets nor the nobles of Neustria attempted to dis- 
pute his supremacy. 

After Charles acquired the mayorship, the authority of the Merovin- 
gian kings still further declined. Einhard, the secretary of Charles the 
Great, has left a well-known description of them which shows how use- 
less they appeared to Franks of a later generation. 

There was nothing left for the king to do but to be content with his name 
of king, his flowing hair, and long beard; to sit on the throne and play the 
ruler; to give ear to the ambassadors that came from all quarters, and to 
dismiss them, as if on his ow’n responsibility, in words that were, in fact, 
suggested to him or even imposed upon him. He had nothing that he could 
call his own beyond this vain title of king and the precarious support al- 
low'ed by the mayor of the palace in his discretion, except a single country- 
seat, that brought him but a very small income . . . WTien he had to go 
abroad, he used to ride in a cart, drawn by a yoke of oxen, driven, peasant- 
fashion, by a plowman; he rode in this way to the palace and to the gen- 
eral assembly of the people, that met once a year for the welfare of the 
kingdom, and he returned home in like manner. The mayor of the palace 
took charge of the government, and of everything that had to be planned 
or executed at home or abroad. 

Charles Martel had to fight hard to maintain his power. After his 
father’s death many outlying parts of the Frankish realm had reasserted 
their independence. In rapid succession Charles had to subdue Swabia, 
Bavaria, and Aquitaine. Later he had to defend the country from the 
Mohammedans, and his success in checking the invaders at Poitiers did 
much to consolidate his power over his subjects. Yet Charles realized 
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that military victories were not enough. Like Pippin, he wanted the 
assistance of the Church in organizing and civilizing his people. He 
encouraged missionaries and reformers, and carried on his father’s 
tradition by showing special favor to Englishmen engaged in this work. 

The greatest of the missionaries was the Englishman VVinfrith, or, to 
give him his monastic name, Boniface. He was educated in his native 
land, and lived for a long time in a secluded monastery before he felt 
the call to preach in strange countries. His first work was in Frisia in 
716, when he was forty years old, but he found the people so hostile 
to his efforts that he soon returned to England. A year later Boniface 
went to Rome and was sent to Thuringia and Hesse where he had more 
success. Then he returned to Frisia, where the work of evangelization 
could now proceed, thanks to the victories and support of Charles 
Martel. By this time Boniface had gained such a reputation that he was 
summoned to Rome and consecrated as a bishop. This visit made him 
an enthusiastic champion of the Roman supremacy, and he took an oath 
to obey the Roman Church in everything, and to have no communion 
with priests who did not recognize the absolute authority of the pope. 
The latter gave him a letter to Charles Martel which secured for him 
full protection and assistance. Later Boniface wrote : “Without the aid 
of the prince of the Franks I should not be able to rule my church, nor 
to defend the lives of my priests and nuns, nor to keep my converts from 
lapsing into pagan rites and observances.” Secure in the protection of 
Charles, Boniface could risk such acts as cutting down Odin’s oak near 
Fritzlar and building a chapel from its timber. He eventually gained so 
many converts in Germany that he was made an archbishop, with full 
authority to organize the German Church. Bavaria and eastern Austrasia 
were divided into bishoprics, over which Boniface set his own disciples. 

Boniface now felt that his great task was to reform the Frankish 
Church and to subject it to the central administration in Rome. Much 
of his activity was directed against the independent Irish monks, who 
had done so much to Christianize the land before he arrived. Those 
who would not conform to Roman usages were driven out and replaced 
by Benedictines. As the number of monks increased, new homes were 
found for them, of which Fulda became the most important. This 
monastery, situated in the wilderness near the land of the “wild Saxons” 
is reported to have had four thousand monks soon after its foundation. 
Even more than in Gaul, the Benedictines in Germany did important 
work as pioneers, clearing land and introducing advanced agricultural 
methods in backward and thinly settled regions. 

Boniface had to deal not only with the independent Irish monks, but 
with the corrupt Frankish clergy. With the aid of Charles Martel he 
strove in council after council to make them take their duties seriously 
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and to lead moral lives. Boniface always insisted on complete recogni- 
tion of the pope’s authority in matters of administration as well as of 
doctrine. The oath taken by his own German bishops in 748 shows what 
entire submission to Rome he exacted : 

^ We have declared and decreed that we would maintain and protect, un- 
til the end of our lives, the Catholic faith and unity, and submission to the 
Roman Church, St. Peter, and his vicar; that we would meet together each 
year in a council; that the metropolitan should apply to the Roman See 
for the pallium ^ and that we would canonically follow all the precepts of 
St. Peter, in order that we might be numbered among his sheep. We have 
all consented and subscribed our names to this oath, and have sent it to be 
deposited on the tomb of St. Peter, prince of the apostles. 

When the Roman supremacy had been accepted, Boniface’s great 
work had been completed. He returned to the scene of his early labors, 
seeking martyrdom, and soon found the death for which he longed. He 
and a band of his followers were killed by pagan Frisians in 754 or 7SS. 
In accordance with his wishes he was laid at rest in Fulda. 

His work had been fully as important for the state as for the Church. 
The councils presided over by Boniface were summoned by the mayor, 
and in them bishops and nobles discussed together the welfare of the 
whole kingdom. The reform in the morals and organization of the 
Church had great civic importance at a time when churchmen held high 
offices in the state and when the Church performed many essential 
functions of government. The constant aid which Charles and his sons 
gave to the work of Boniface persuaded the Church to tolerate the use of 
its property for secular purposes. In order to raise a force of cavalry 
large enough to cope with the Saracens, Charles had seized lands be- 
longing to the Church and distributed them among his followers. The 
Church retained title to these lands, and received a nominal rent from 
them, but most of the income was retained by the lay holder and was 
used for his military expenses. This arrangement seems to have played 
an important part in creating the feudal concept of the fief — a grant 
of the use of property in return for military service. By this means 
Charles raised the army which won the battle of Poitiers. His sons fol- 
lowed his example and the Church submitted, under protest, because it 
needed the aid of the mayors. The pope himself in 739 sought support 
from Charles in his struggle with the Lombards. Charles refused to help 
him, but the pope did not despair of eventually securing Frankish aid, 
and meanwhile he was anxious to bind the Franks more closely to his 
cause. 

’ The metropolitan is the archbishop. The pallium is a narrow strip of cloth 
which is one of the distinguishing marks of the office and can be conferred only 
by the pope. 
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When Charles Martel died in 741, he was succeeded by two sons, 
Pippin and Carloman. A third son felt himself slighted and attempted 
a rebellion. He was captured and imprisoned, but revolts continued and 
the brothers finally found it necessary to set up a Merovingian king. 
For some years before his death Charles had allowed the throne to re- 
main vacant and they had at first followed the same policy. Now they 
determined to crown the heir of the Merovingian line, who was an in- 
significant man, but whose name gave a shadow of legitimate authority 
to the real rulers. The stratagem was successful and after three years of 
continuous fighting Pippin and Carloman succeeded in crushing all 
rebellion. 

When their position had been firmly established Carloman withdrew 
to a monastery. Einhard says : “The causes no man knew, but it would 
seem that he was truly moved by a desire for the life of contemplation 
and for the love of God.” It is significant of the man’s character that he 
waited until order had been established before carrying out his desires. 
On Carloman’s retirement the third brother again attempted to revolt, 
but Pippin put this down and “the whole land had peace for two years.” 
Secure, because of this unusual peace. Pippin now determined to make 
himself king. But, as he was desirous of legal sanction for his action, be 
sent an embassy to the pope to ask who ought to be king, the Merovin- 
gian or himself. The pope replied, "It is better that the man who has 
the real power should also have the title of king, rather than the man 
who has the mere title and no real power.” This consultation of the pope 
was significant and its importance was later magnified into a claim that 
the pope, by his spiritual power, had deposed the Merovingian and 
crowned Pippin. Actually the final step in the substitution of the new 
line took place in an assembly of nobles. With their consent, the Mero- 
vingian king “was deposed, shaved, and thrust into a cloister,” and 
Pippin became king of the Franks. 

2. Pippin and Charles the Great 

The close connection between the pope and the Frankish kingdom, 
brought about by the work of Boniface and Charles Martel, became a 
political alliance after the coronation of Pippin. The pope was in great 
difficulties, as the Lombards had conquered Ravenna and were threaten- 
ing Rome. The emperor at Constantinople did nothing to aid Italy, and 
the pope was wholly unable to defend the menaced territory. On the 
other hand. Pippin’s position was not entirely secure. There had been 
some rebellious movements and many of his subjects resented his seizure 
of the throne. In these circumstances, the pope felt that the appeal for 
aid against the Lombards might be renewed with greater success. 
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In 754, Pope Stephen II went to France to ask assistance from Pippin. 
He was well received and immediately began to beg for protection 
against the Lombards. Meanwhile he devoted himself to strengthening 
the position of the new royal family. The king, the queen, and their 
children were anointed, as the kings of Israel had been. In addition, 
Stephen forbade the Franks, under penalty of excommunication, ever 
to choose a king from another family. Thus Pippin and his descendants 
obtained a sanction which the Merovingians had never possessed. They 
were God’s anointed, and rebellion against them was rebellion against 
the Church. The pope also gave Pippin and his two sons the title of 
“patricians of the Romans.” This was an empty honor, conferring no 
power, and the king seems to have considered it unimportant. In return 
for all these favors, Stephen obtained a promise of aid against the Lom- 
bards. Pippin had difficulty in persuading the nobles to accept this de- 
cision, since they preferred Charles Martel’s policy of alliance with the 
Lombards, but they were finally won over and two expeditions were 
made across the Alps. Each time the Franks were victorious, and each 
time the Lombards, yielding temporarily to force, gave up Ravenna and 
other cities, and promised not to attack Rome. On the second expedition, 
in 756, the keys to the surrendered cities were solemnly carried to Rome 
and placed with a deed of gift on St. Peter’s tomb. This was the famous 
donation of Pippin. Until the Lombards were thoroughly subdued, the 
gift was of little value ; but later it served as a very important precedent 
and helped to influence Charles the Great to make his donation. 

Pippin carried on the family policy of regaining the outlying terri- 
tories and improving the government of the Frankish kingdom. He ex- 
pelled the Saracens from Narbonne in 759 and, after eight years of 
fighting, reduced all Aquitaine to submission, thus completing two tasks 
begun by Charles Martel. He put down a rebellion in Bavaria and began 
the long task of conquering the Saxons by successful campaigns against 
them in 753 and 758. His reforms in government were completed by 
Charlemagne and will be discussed in connection with the latter’s work. 
Pippin prepared the way for his more famous son in all fields, but the 
renown of Charlemagne has obscured the great services of the father. 

When Pippin died in 768 he was succeeded by his sons, Charles and 
Carloman, who divided the realm between them. Carloman, however, 
died after reigning only three years. He left two infant sons, but Charles 
excluded them from the succession, and thus acquired the entire king- 
dom. Once established as sole ruler, he was free to carry on the work 
begun by his father and grandfather. The peoples who were nominally 
under Frankish rule had to be subdued, and hostile neighbors conquered. 
His first war was occasioned by a revolt in Aquitaine, which had been 
so recently subdued by his father; he was successful and the province 
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was firmly annexed. His second war continued Pippin’s policy of aiding 
the pope against the Lombards. Charles believed firmly in the papal 
alliance, as is shown by an early act in which he entitled himself : 
“Charles, by the grace of God, king and rector of the kingdom of the 
Franks, devoted defender of the Holy Church and its aider in all things.” 
However, among the other Franks, and even among members of the 
royal family, this policy was unpopular. Carloman had been a friend 
of the Lombard king Desiderius, and Pippin’s widow had married 
Charles to a Lombard princess in spite of the pope’s protests against the 
“diabolical union.” But Desiderius had aroused Charles’ anger by re- 
conquering all the cities surrendered to Pippin, and he soon made mat- 
ters worse by giving shelter to Carloman’s widow, who was still hoping 
to regain her husband’s inheritance for her children. Charles angrily 
repudiated his Lombard wife and welcomed the pope’s appeal “to succor 
the church of God as Pippin, his father of holy memory had done.” To 
satisfy the reluctant nobles, he proposed terms of peace, which the 
Lombards refused, and then declared war. Desiderius was taken prisoner 
and thrust into a monastery, while Charles took his place as king of the 
Lombards in 774. At the pope’s request he renewed the donation made 
by Pippin and even extended it, if the document recording the gift can 
be trusted. Since Charles never relinquished his actual control over most 
of the territory included in the grant, many scholars have suggested that 
interpolations were later made in the document. 

The conquest of the Saxons, who held most of northwestern Germany, 
was Charles’ greatest military achievement. As one of Charles’ own 
officials ' wrote : 

No war ever undertaken by the Frank nation was carried on with such 
persistence and bitterness, or cost so much labor, because the Saxons, like 
almost all the trfbes of Germany, were a fierce people, given to the worship 
of devils, and hostile to our religion, and did not consider it dishonorable 
to transgress and violate all law, human and divine. Then there were 
peculiar circumstances, that tended to cause a breach of the peace every 
day. Except in a few places, where large forests or mountain-ridges inter- 
vened and made the bounds certain, the line between ourselves and the 
Saxons passed almost in its whole extent through an open country, so that 
there was no end to the murders, thefts, and arsons on both sides. In this 
way the Franks became so embittered that they at last resolved to make 
reprisals no longer, but to open war with the Saxons. Accordingly war was 
begun against them and was waged for thirty-three successive years with 
great fury; more however to the disadvantage of the Saxons than of the 
Franks. It could doubtless have been brought to an end sooner, had it not 
been for the faithlessness of the Saxons. It is hard to say how often they 
were conquered, and humbly submitting to the king promised to do what 
was enjoined upon them, giving without hesitation the required hostages 

' Einhard. Turner’s translation. 
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and receiving the officers sent them from the king. They were sometimes 
so much weakened and reduced that they promised to renounce the worship 
of devils and to adopt Christianity: but they were no less ready to violate 
these terms than prompt to accept them, so that it is impossible to tell 
which came easier to them to do; scarcely a year passed from the begin- 
ning of the war without such changes on their part. But the king did not 
suffer his high purpose and steadfastness — firm alike in good and evil for- 
tune — to be wearied by any fickleness on their part, or to be turned from 
the task that he had undertaken; on the contrary, he never allowed their 
faithless behavior to go unpunished, but either took the field against them 
in person, or sent his counts with an army to wreak vengeance and exact 
righteous satisfaction. At last, after conquering and subduing all who had 
offered resistance, he took ten thousand of those that lived on the banks 
of the Elbe, and settled them, with their wives and children, in many dif- 
ferent bodies here and there in Gaul and Germany. The war that had lasted 
so many years was at length ended by their acceding to the terms offered by 
the king; which were renunciation of their national religious customs and 
the worship of devils, acceptance of the sacraments of tihe Christian faith 
and religion and union with the Franks to form one people. 

While the Saxons were not entirely subdued for thirty-three years, 
there were periods in which they were relatively quiescent, and Charles 
had plenty of time for other wars. He destroyed the power of the Avars, 
a nomad people who had penetrated to the region of the middle Danube, 
and gained great wealth in sacking their camp. With the collapse of the 
Avars many of the Slavic tribes living in what is now eastern Germany 
recognized Charles’ suzerainty and paid him tribute. At the other end 
of the kingdom, Charles attempted to take advantage of disputes among 
the Mohammedan rulers of Spain by occupying the region between the 
Ebro and the Pyrenees, tie was obliged to retreat hastily, and in the 
valley of Roncevalles his rearguard, commanded by Count Roland,* 
was annihilated by a sudden Gascon attack. In spite of the defeat, 
Charles retained possession of a strip of land beyond the Pyrenees. This 
expedition, of little actual importance, was to be remembered as the 
most famous episode of Charles’ career. When Europe became enthusi- 
astic over the Crusades, Charles was represented as having spent his 
life in fighting the Saracens, and Roland became the hero of a great 
medieval epic. 

His conquests had made Charles ruler over many nations. He had 
doubled the size of the old kingdom of the Franks, and his territories 
could ■well be described as an empire. Yet every one still believed in the 
unity of the Christian world and in the continued existence of the 
Roman Empire. As long as the ruler at Constantinople did nothing to 
forfeit the respect of the West, he was accepted without question as the 

* Nothing else is known of Roland; a fact which made it easy for him to be- 
come a legendary hero. 
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head of Christendom. In the eighth century, however, the Byzantine 
rulers had engaged in bitter theological disputes with the pope, and 
matters were made worse when the empress Irene blinded her son and 
assumed the throne. No woman had ever ruled the Roman state and 
many people, unwilling to recognize Irene, considered that the Empire 
had no legal head. At the same time the pope, Leo III, was greatly in 
need of a protector. In 799 his enemies had attacked him in the streets 
of Rome and had attempted to blind him. He fled to Charles, who fur- 
nished him with a guard which enabled him to reestablish himself in the 
city. But there was no assurance that the guard would remain and 
legally it had no right to interfere in the government of Rome. The pope 
felt that he was at the mercy of his enemies unless Charles could be 
given permanent legal authority in the city. Consequently, when Charles 
visited Rome in the following year: 

It seemed both to Leo the pope himself, and to all the holy fathers 
who were present in the self-same council, as well as to the rest of the 
Christian people, that they ought to take to be emperor Charles king of 
the Franks, who held Rome herself, where the Csesars had always been 
wont to sit, and all the other regions which he ruled through Italy and 
Gaul and Germany; and, inasmuch as God had given all these lands into 
his hands, it seemed right that with the help of God and at the prayer of 
the whole Christian people he should have the name of emperor also.* 

On Christmas Day, 800, as Charles knelt in prayer before the altar 
in the old church of St. Peter, Pope Leo suddenly placed upon his head 
a crown, and the people acclaimed him as emperor. If we can trust an 
account written a little later they cried three times: “To Charles, the 
most pious Augustus, crowned of God, the great and peace-giving em- 
peror, be life and victory.” ^ 

Einhard, Charles’ secretary and biographer, says that Charles de- 
clared that he would not have entered the church the day he was 
crowned if he had known of the pope’s plan. This is difficult to under- 
stand, since it is inconceivable that a man in Leo’s position would have 
risked annoying his protector by conferring on him an unwanted title. 
Moreover, the ceremony seems to have been carefully prepared, and it 
is hard to believe that the royal household remained ignorant of the 
plans. Charles’ remark may have arisen from the same false modesty 
which forced every bishop-elect to protest his unworthiness. Or, when 
he began negotiations with the Eastern Empire for recognition of his 
title, he may have wished to represent the pope as solely responsible for 
the coronation. In any case, there is no doubt that Charles wished to be 

’ Translation from the Annales Laureshamenses, by James Bryce (Holy Roman 
Empire, ch. V). 

- From the Lije of Leo III. 
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emperor ; in spite of protests from Constantinople he used the title for 
the rest of his life. 

When he was crowned emperor Charles was about fifty-eight years 
of age. Einhard describes him as follows; 

. . . large and strong and of lofty stature, though not disproportionately 
tall. . . . The upper part of his head was round, his eyes very large and 
animated, nose a little long, hair fair, and face laughing and merry. Thus 
his appearance was always stately and dignified, whether he was standing 
or sitting; although his neck was thick and somewhat short, and his belly 
rather prominent ; but the symmetry of the rest of his body concealed these 
defects. His gait was firm, his whole carriage manly, and his voice clear, 
but not so strong as his size led one to expect. His health was excellent. 
... In accordance with the national custom, he took frequent exercise on 
horseback and in the chase. ... He enjoyed the exhalations from natural 
warm springs and often practised swimming, in which he was such an adept 
that none could surpass him ; and hence it was that he built his palace at 
Aix-la-Chapelle, and lived there constantly during his later years until his 
death. He used not only to invite his sons to his bath, but his nobles and 
friends, and now and then a troop of his retinue or bodyguards, so that a 
hundred or more persons sometimes bathed with him. 

Charles was temperate in eating, and particularly so in drinking, for 
he abominated drunkenness in anybody, much more in himself and those 
of his household; but he could not easily abstain from food, and often 
complained that fasts injured his health. His meals ordinarily consisted of 
four courses, not counting the roast, which his huntsmen used to bring in 
on the spit; he was more fond of this than of any other dish. While at 
table he listened to reading or music. The subjects of the readings were the 
stories and deeds of olden times; he was fond, too, of St. Augustine’s books, 
and especially of the one entitled the City of God. He was so moderate in 
the use of wine and all sorts of drinks that he rarely allowed himself more 
than three cups in the course of a meal. In summer, after the midday 
meal, he would eat some fruit, drain a single cup, put off his clothes and 
shoes, just as he did for the night, and rest for two or three hours. 

In governing his empire Charles made few innovations ; he simply 
developed the system which had been used by his predecessors. His 
great ability was shown, not in creating new institutions, but in making 
old institutions work. The Merovingians, ruling a much smaller king- 
dom, had been unable to secure obedience from the counts and local 
magnates. Charles’ authority was respected everywhere, and, while he 
did not succeed in eliminating all bad officials and lawless nobles, there 
was greater security and better government in western Europe during 
his reign than there had been for centuries. Charles had the great quality 
of persistence, a quality which so many otherwise able medieval rulers 
lacked. It was shown in his long war with the Saxons; it appeared 
equally in his attention to the details of government. For example, since 
most of the emperor’s income came from his estates, he required his 
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stewards to send him every year a detailed report of the income and 
resources of each villa. In this famous capitulary de villis the stewards 
were ordered to describe the amount of land cultivated, the status of 
the laborers, the number of farm animals, the amount of food, wool, 
soap and lumber produced, and the furniture, tools, and farm equipment 
available. In his laws Charles attacked the same abuses again and again. 
While this shows that he did not succeed in eradicating them, it also 
shows that he did not forget them ; he seldom abandoned a plan which 
he had conceived. 

Charles made great use of the missi dominici, agents of the central 
administration sent out to investigate the conduct of the counts. Missi 
had been employed by earlier kings, but Charles used them far more 
extensively than his predecessors had done. The Empire was divided 
into districts, and every year two missi, one a layman and the other a 
cleric, were sent to each district. They held a court in which any one 
could complain about misconduct of the local authorities and when 
they finished their work they were required to send written reports to 
the emperor. In this way he was able to retain some control over the 
counts and nobles, even though the missi were not always as efficient 
or as honest as they might have been. 

While Charles restricted the power of the nobles by his use of the 
missi, he was obliged to recognize their growing importance in military 
affairs. Theoretically, every free man owed service in the army when- 
ever it was summoned, but since there was a war in almost every year 
of Charles’ reign, rigid enforcement of this rule would have worked 
intolerable hardship. Usually only the men of the districts near the seat 
of the war were summoned, but even this limited service was a burden 
to the poorer landholders. They had to furnish their own equipment and 
food for three months, and had to abandon their farms during the grow- 
ing season. Gradually a rule was evolved whereby only the wealthy 
land-owners owed personal service, while the poorer men clubbed to- 
gether and sent one of their number to represent the group. In 808, for 
example, men with more than four mansi * served in person ; those with 
less were grouped so that they sent one representative as soon as their 
farms added up to four mansi, and so in proportion. At the same time 
Charles realized that many great land-owners were building up private 
bodyguards and that many poor men, seeking the protection of the 
wealthy, had become bound to them by personal ties. Consequently, 
permission was given to all men to come to the army in the contingent 
led by their lord rather than in the local force led by the count. By 

* The mansus was, in theory, the amount of land which could support one 
family. 
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these two measures the greater land-owners became the most important 
element in the army. 

In spite of his great power, Charles could not free himself from de- 
pendence on the counts and great land-owners. The government still 
had no important sources of revenue; its income was derived almost 
entirely from estates held by the emperor, from a share of the fines 
levied in local courts, and from the “free gifts” which officials and 
magnates had to make when they visited the court. Thus there was not 
enough money to pay for an elaborate administrative system and 
Charles depended almost entirely upon the unpaid services of wealthy 
men. His prestige was great enough to keep them obedient, but their 
power in local affairs increased even during his reign, and it was evident 
that a weaker ruler would have trouble in keeping them under control. 
The interests of most men were still confined to their own localities, 
and the restoration of order and political unity in the West brought no 
corresponding economic revival.’ Under Charles, as under the last West- 
ern emperors, there were few economic ties to supplement the political 
bond of the Empire. 

Perhaps Charles’ greatest service to Europe was his interest in the 
revival of education, and his continued support of the reform of the 
Church. Both these movements had originated in England, but their 
success was ensured by the fact that Charles favored them. As Einhard 
says: 

He most zealously cultivated the liberal arts, held those who taught 
them in great esteem, and conferred great honors upon them. He took 
lessons in grammar of the deacon Peter of Pisa, at that time an aged man. 
Another deacon, Albin of Britain, surnamed .Alcuin, . . . who was the 
greatest scholar of the day, was his teacher in other branches of learning. 
The king spent much time and labor with him studying rhetoric, dialectics, 
and especially astronomy; he learned to reclmn, and used to investigate 
the motions of the heavenly bodies most curiously, with an intelligent 
scrutiny. He also tried to write, and used to keep tablets and blanks in 
bed under his pillow, that at leisure hours he might accustom his hand to 
form the letters; however as he did not begin his efforts in due season, but 
late in life, they met with ill success. 

Alcuin was the teacher, not only of Charles, but also of the palace 
school, which was attended by the children of the emperor and of lead- 
ing nobles. Other schools were established and were open to the nobles 
and to bright youths of humble birth. Charles also tried to assemble at 
his court learned men from all parts of western Europe. Alcuin was 

’ This would be denied by Dopsch and other German historians. There is little 
evidence of any sort about economic activity under Charlemagne; a fact which 
suggests that it was not very intense. 
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from the episcopal school at York in the Anglo-Saxon kingdom of Nor- 
thumbria ; Paul the Deacon was a Lombard from Friuli ; Theodulf was a 
Goth ; Angilbert was a Frank ; Peter was from Pisa ; Paulinus was from 
Aquitaine; Einhard, who has been quoted so extensively, was a Frank. 
These men, together with Charles and others, formed a so-called acad- 
emy. They assumed names drawn from the Bible or the classics ; thus 
Charles was known as David, Alcuin as Horace, and Angilbert as Homer. 
The members of this academy discussed all kinds of questions and prided 
themselves on their great learning. An admiring biographer writing 
some years later says that “the Gauls and the Franks were then the 
equals of the old Romans and Athenians.” 

Much of the work that these men did was imitative and unoriginal, 
yet they rendered great services to learning. By bringing together men 
from all parts of the West, it became possible to reunite the scattered 
fragments of classical knowledge. The common culture of the West, 
which had been threatened by the anarchy of the seventh century, was 
reestablished. Moreover, for the first time, the Germans took part in 
this culture as equals, instead of looking to the Romans as masters. 
Thanks to the conquest and conversion of most of Germany by Charles 
and his father, the Latin tradition could now spread to parts of the world 
where Rome had never ruled. Perhaps the most visible evidence of the 
influence of the new learning may be seen in handwriting. The Romans 
had used only capitals. In the Merovingian period small letters were 
introduced, but the books of that age were very badly written and are 
very hard to read. Charles ordered that all books used in the church 
service be revised, since men often prayed to God badly because of the 
illegible script and the errors of careless copyists. He then entrusted to 
Alcuin the reformation of handwriting and the results may be seen in 
the beautiful manuscripts written at Tours while the Englishman was 
abbot there. These manuscripts are perfectly legible at the present day, 
and most of our small letters are derived from the reformed handwriting 
of Alcuin. This interest in learning also led to the copying of important 
works. Since earlier examples of these works have since been lost, we 
owe much of our knowledge of the ancient world to the scholars who 
worked under Charles. 

Like all his family, Charles was interested in the reform of the Church. 
He wanted his state to be a Christian kingdom, and he felt that it was 
just as much his duty to make it Christian as it was to strengthen the 
monarchy. This tendency became especially marked after his coronation 
as emperor. In fact, Charles seems to have desired the title primarily 
becau.se it gave him greater power over the Church. He took over the 
traditions of the old Roman emperors and frequently interfered in re- 
ligious affairs. For example, in the general instructions which he issued 
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in 802, Charles ordered all subjects over the age of twelve to take an 
oath of fidelity to him as emperor. Then he defined this fidelity to in- 
clude living a highly moral life, as well as the fulfilment of the ordinary 
duties of the subject. There was special emphasis on the morals of the 
clergy : 

Bishops and priests shall live according to the canons flaw of the 
Church] and shall teach others to do the same . . . monks shall live firmly 
and strictly according to the rule . . . monasteries for women shall be 
strictly ruled ... no bishops, abbots, priests, deacons, or other members 
of the clergy shall presume to have dogs for hunting, or hawks, falcons and 
sparrow hawks . . . the canonical clergy shall ob.serve fully the canonical 
life, and shall be instructed at the episcopal residence or in the monastery 
with all diligence. 

Charles failed to create a lasting government, largely because eco- 
nomic conditions still favored localism rather than centralization. But 
much of his other work endured. In his reign the long decline of civiliza- 
tion which had begun in the third century was halted and the founda- 
tions of a new Europe were laid. The sharp distinction between Roman 
and German vanished ; men of all races cooperated in scholarship and 
in religion. The old tribal laws were overridden by imperial capitularies, 
or ordinances, which applied to the whole realm. The reformed Church, 
which owed so much to Charles and his family, made the nominal 
Christians of northern Europe take their faith more seriously. There 
was an optimism, a hopefulness, in Charles’ reign which had not been 
known for centuries. Even though there was a decline after Charles' 
death, conditions were never quite so bad again as they had been in 
the seventh century. Europe had passed the turning point ; it no longer 
suffered from the death agony of the ancient world, but from the birth 
pangs of the new civilization. The fact that Europe had a common cul- 
ture is due as much to Charles as to the Roman Empire. This is why 
men have agreed to call him great, so that his name is commonly written 
Charlemagne, Charles the Great. 



CHAPTER V 

THE COLLAPSE OF THE CAROLINGIAN EMPIRE 

I. The Successors of Charlemagne 

W HEN Charlemagne died in 814, the difficult problems of 
government which had been masked by his personal 
ability became increasingly apparent. The Empire was 
very large, communications were slow, and the old tend- 
ency to local self-sufficiency was stronger than ever. The Mohammedan 
conquests had made Mediterranean travel very dangerous and had 
greatly diminished the flow of goods from the East. The decreased sup- 
ply of luxury articles caused a decline in Western commerce and there 
were few economic bonds between different parts of the Empire. The 
free German warriors, who had been the chief support of the Frankish 
kings, were impoverished by the endless wars and many of them had 
become dependents of the wealthy land-owners. This class of land- 
owners was resentful of central control, yet the whole government de- 
pended upon its support. It controlled the courts of the districts, was 
the dominant element in the army, and most counts and bishops were 
selected from its ranks. These officials, like their fellow-magnates, were 
often more interested in building up their local power than in obeying 
the orders of the emperor. Einhard says that most of the counts were 
corrupt and dishonest and that even the missi had to be closely watched. 
Charlemagne himself had not been able to protect ambassadors from 
ill-treatment while they were journeying to his court and his own counts 
had maltreated them in order to extract money. Only a very strong 
ruler could keep any semblance of order and unity under such condi- 
tions. Charlemagne’s successors, while they were men of more than 
average ability, lacked his remarkable energy and perseverance. It is 
only fair to add that even the great Charles might have found it hard 
to keep the Empire together during the strains of the ninth century. The 
\ fatal disease of localism, which began in the last days of Rome, had not 
been checked, and a new wave of barbarian invasions increased the 
difficulty of maintaining central authority. 

Charles’ heir was his one surviving son, Louis the Pious, or the 
Debonair, as he is usually called. There have been great differences of 
opinion with regard to his character, but all historians have agreed that 
he was a far weaker man than Charlemagne. In a less responsible posi- 
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tion he might have made a good ruler. He had been made king of 
Aquitaine while his father was still alive and had won praise for the 
excellence of his government there. He was much better educated than 
his father had been and he was also more pious, as he had been trained 
by the leading churchmen of the time. When he succeeded to the throne 
he dismissed all the councilors of his father who had led immoral lives. 
This alienated some of the strongest supporters of the monarchy and 
caused an opposition party to rise. The feeling against him was intensi- 
fied by the fact that he had lived long in Aquitaine and had little in 
common with the East Frankish nobles who had been so influential at 
his father’s court. His great piety made him subservient to the pope 
and to other officials of the Church. During his father’s lifetime he had 
been directed to crown himself emperor, but after Charles’ death he 
had had himself recrowned by the pope. By this act the pope established 
more firmly his theory that the Church could choose and depose em- 
perors ; a theory which Charles had probably wished to contradict by 
ordering Louis to crown himself. 

Louis’ respect for the Church weakened his imperial authority, but 
his final downfall was caused by family difficulties. He was easily in- 
fluenced by those whom he loved and trusted; unfortunately it was 
never possible to satisfy all of these people at the same time. His whole 
reign was made miserable by the attempt to find a solution to the 
problem of the succession which would preserve the Empire without 
irritating his family. The old Frankish custom of dividing a kingdom 
among all the sons of a ruler, as if it were a piece of private property, 
had never been forgotten, but the bad consequences of this policy had 
been avoided for a century by a series of fortunate accidents. Charles 
Martel had left two sons, but one of them entered a monastery. Pippin 
had divided his kingdom between Charles and Carloman, but Carloman 
soon died. Charles the Great had planned a division of the Empire, but 
Louis was the only one of his sons to survive. Now Louis, who had three 
sons, was faced with the problem of division. In 817 he marked out the 
portion which each was to have, but at the same time he tried to pre- 
serve the unity of the Empire by subordinating the two younger brothers 
to the eldest. Lothair was to be emperor and was to supervise the govern- 
ment of his brothers in the small portions of the realm which they were 
to receive. He was immediately associated with his father in the rule of 
the Empire, in order to gain experience. This plan entirely neglected the 
claims of Bernard, a nephew of Louis who had been ruling over a part 
of Italy which Charlemagne had assigned to his father. Bernard natu- 
rally felt much aggrieved and, supported by the opposition, attempted 
to set himself up as an independent king. The rebellion was quickly put 
down; Bernard’s allies were executed, and Bernard himself was sen- 
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tenced to be blinded. Although he had come to his uncle’s court under a 
safe-conduct, the sentence was carried out, and so clumsily that Bernard 
died from the shock. 

Louis was filled with remorse as a consequence of this act and when 
his wife died the following year he looked upon her death as a sign of 
the displeasure of heaven. Regret preyed on his mind until in 822 he 
did public penance in his palace at Attigny, where he confessed that 
“he had shown himself so often guilty, in his life, in his faith, and his 
duties, that it would be impossible for him to enumerate all the circum- 
stances in which he had been at fault.” This public humiliation shows 
Louis’ piety, and also the difference between him and his father ; it is 
impossible to imagine Charlemagne humbling himself before his sub- 
jects. The act hurt Louis’ prestige and probably encouraged his sons 
to rebel against him. 

Shortly before the penance at Attigny, Louis had made another serious 
mistake by marrying again. The new empress Judith was as strong- 
minded as she was beautiful and soon gained control over her husband. 
When a son Charles was born to Judith and Louis, she forced the em- 
peror to spend the rest of his life preparing a suitable kingdom for the 
boy. Louis’ other sons resented any favors given to their half-brother 
and despised their father for his weakness. At the same time the whole 
family disliked Lothair, the eldest son, who was taking his position as 
co-emperor too seriously. An endless series of family quarrels eventually 
turned into civil wars. At times the three elder sons combined against 
Louis and held him prisoner ; at other times Louis succeeded in uniting 
his younger sons against Lothair and regained his power. The only ones 
to profit from these senseless struggles were the nobles, who became 
more and more independent as their masters quarreled. Finally, in 838, 
one of the sons died, and another, Louis the German, was in disgrace, 
so the emperor turned again to Lothair, offering him forgiveness and 
half the kingdom if he would protect Charles and aid him in keeping 
possession of the other half. Lothair accepted, and Louis the Pious drew 
up a final treaty of division which embodied these terms. 

Louis died in 840, hoping that he had finally ended the quarrel over 
the succession. Instead it soon became worse than before. Lothair did 
not keep the agreement which he had just made, but claimed the whole 
Empire in accordance with the constitution of 817. Charles, later called 
the Bald, naturally resented this and allied himself with the disinherited 
Louis the German. So “the war of the three brothers” began. The nobles 
of the Empire made the most of this new opportunity to extort conces- 
sions and served whichever party promised them the most. It was not 
to their interest to have any brother win a decisive victory, and both 
parties had to contend with disloyalty within their own ranks. The one 
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great battle of the war, at Fontenay in 841, was inconclusive, though 
each side made exaggerated claims about the slaughter of their oppo- 
nents. Contemporaries, unable to understand the increasing success of 
Viking raids, believed that so many Franks were killed in the battle 
that there were no longer enough men to guard the frontiers. There is 
no proof of such serious decrease in manpower, and the success of the 
Northmen may be ascribed rather to the growing weakness of the cen- 
tral government. 

Soon after the battle Charles and Louis separated, but they were 
helpless against Lothair when they split their combined force. In Febru- 
ary, 842, they met at Strasburg and renewed their alliance. Each one 
took a public oath to support the other, using the vernacular languages 
which were understood by the soldiers. Since Charles had been assigned 
Gaul at various times, and Louis had ruled a portion of Germany for 
many years, the bulk of their followers came from these two regions. 
Consequently, the oaths give us early examples of the dialects which 
developed into French and German. The oath ran as follows: 

For the love of God and the common salvation of the Christian people 
and ourselves, from this day forth, as far as God gives me wisdom and 
power, I will treat this my brother as one should rightfully treat a brother, 
on condition that he does the same by me. And with Lothair I will not 
willingly enter into any agreement which might injure this, my brother. 

The Romance form was : 

Pro Deo amur et pro Christian poblo et nostro commun salvament, dist 
di in avant, in quant Deus savir et podir me dunat, si salvarai eo cist meon 
fradre Karlo et in adiudha et in cadhuna cosa si cum om per dreit son 
fradra salvar dist, in o quid il mi altresi fazet; et ab Ludher nul plaid 
numquam prindrai, qui meon vol cist meon fradre Karlo in damno sit. 

The German version was : 

In Goddes minna ind in thes Christianes folches ind unser bedhero 
gealtnissi, fon thesemo dage frammordes, so fram so mir Got gewizci indi 
madh furgibit, so haldih thesan minan bruodher, soso man mit rehtu sinan 
bruodher seal, in thiu, thaz er mig sosama duo; indi mit Ludheren in 
noheinin thing ne geganga, the minan willon eino ce scadhen werben. 

This union of the two brothers forced Lothair to terms and in 843 
he accepted the treaty of Verdun, dividing the Empire into three por- 
tions. Lothair retained the title of emperor and received the largest share 
of the lands. But his portion was a long, central strip, extending from 
the mouth of the Rhine to Rome, and touching the Rhone on the west 
and the Rhine on the east. This territory, a thousand miles in length, 
had neither political, geographic, nor linguistic unity. It was exposed to 
attack from either side, since the boundaries were not very clearly 
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marked out and were not protected by natural defenses. The creation of 
such an artificial unit shows how little the Franks understood the real 
nature of a state. To them a kingdom was merely an assemblage of 
counties obeying the same master ; they never felt that other bonds were 
necessary. Lothair’s possession of the central strip determined the loca- 
tion of the shares of his brothers. Louis the German received almost all 
the eastern lands beyond the Rhine, while Charles the Bald was given 
the western portion of the Empire. This division led the way to the 
formation of the modern nations, since France was clearly separated 
from Germany, and Italy soon fell away from the central kingdom. 
The rest of the middle lands never achieved political stability and were 
destined to be the eternal battleground of Europe. The struggles for 
possession of Belgium and Lorraine in recent wars are simply the latest 
phases of a conflict which began in the ninth century. 

The middle kingdom was inherently weak, and the old policy of 
dividing the family possessions among the sons of the ruler soon led 
to its complete collapse. The emperor Lothair, who died in 8SS, gave 
each of his three sons a share of his lands. The eldest, Louis, received 
Italy with the imperial title, an honor which by this time was almost 
meaningless. Another son was given the territory lying between the 
Rhone and the Alps, a region known as the kingdom of Burgundy. The 
second son, who bore his father’s name of Lothair, took over the north- 
ernmost lands, which soon became known as Lothair’s kingdom, Lo- 
tharingia or Lorraine. It should be noticed that the Lorraine of this 
period was far larger than the present district of that name ; it included 
Alsace, the Low Countries and much of eastern France and western 
Germany. The second Lothair died without heirs in 869 and his uncles, 
Charles the Bald and Louis the German, immediately began quarreling 
over the heritage. By the treaty of Mersen, 870, Lorraine was divided 
between the two rulers, but this settlement was no more lasting than 
earlier ones, and the two brothers remained on very bad terms. When 
the emperor Louis II, who had been vainly struggling to maintain order 
in the Italian kingdom, died in 875, Charles and Louis the German had 
a new cause for disputes. Each wanted the imperial title, but Charles 
reached Rome first and was crowned on Christmas Day, 875. It was the 
anniversary of the coronation of Charles the Great, but that was the 
only resemblance between the two ceremonies. In the brief space of 
seventy-five years the Empire had become a fiction ; Charles the Bald 
returned to France as soon as he received the title and left the pope 
and Italy to their fate. 

Louis the German died in 876, and Charles the Bald in 881. Their 
descendants were remarkably short-lived. By 884 only two legitimate 
Carolingians were left, Charles the Fat, son of Louis the German, and 
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Charles the Simple, grandson of Charles the Bald. Since the latter was 
a child of five, tlie French nobles decided to accept Charles the Fat as 
their ruler. He was already king of Germany and had been crowned 
emperor in S-Sl, so that his accession to the throne of France reunited 
all the old Carolingian lands under one ruler. This is his only claim to 
distinction. He was utterly incompetent as a ruler, and rvas deposed in 
887, dying three months later. With his abdication the power of the 
Carolingians came to an end. Powerful nobles created new royal dy- 
nasties in France, Germany and Italy, while Burgundy, Provence, and 
Brittany became independent kingdoms. It is true that Charles the 
Simple regained the throne of France in 898, and that he and his de- 
scendants retained a precarious hold on the country for another century, 
but their position was never secure. The rival royal family, descended 
from the counts of Paris, was always ready to seize the throne, and the 
great nobles demanded such concessions in return for their support that 
very little authority was left the king. 

2. The New Invasions 

Family quarrels, divisions of the Empire, and personal incompetence 
had marked the reigns of the last Carolingians. The great land-owners 
had taken full advantage of the weaknesses of their kings to make them- 
selves practically independent rulers of the small districts in which they 
lived. There had been surprisingly little loyalty among any class of the 
population to the ideal of the unity of Christendom, as expressed in the 
Frankish Empire. Only the great churchmen of the ninth century real- 
ized the dangers inherent in the breakdown of central government. The 
Church could not function effectively if Europe were to be split up 
among quarrelsome petty tyrants. Its centralized organization would 
inevitably suffer from local jealousies and endangered communications. 
Local rulers would seek to make their owm favorites bishops and abbots 
and the great reforms of the eighth century would be swept away. The 
Church as an international organization could do its work well only in 
a united Europe. IMoreover, the leaders of the Church, who were the 
most enlightened and civilized men of the ninth century, were appalled 
by the growth of war, disorder, and misgovernment. Under the leader- 
ship of such men as Hincmar, bishop of Rheims, they strove desperately 
to preserve the unity of Europe, .‘\gain and again they made the quarrel- 
ing Carolingians swear to live in peace with each other and aid each other 
in defending and ruling their lands, .^gain and again this family league 
to keep peace was broken by the greediness and jealousy of its members. 
Yet the Church could not abandon the Carolingians. Bad as they were, 
they had some understanding of the methods and values of large-scale 
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political organization, an idea which their opponents completely lacked. 
But the Church, in its dual campaign to preserve the unity of Europe 
and the authority of the Carolingians, had little success. The great mass 
of the people of Europe seemed quite resigned to the disintegration of 
the Empire and to the collapse of royal power. Like the Roman Empire, 
the Carolingian Empire fell because few men were willing to make any 
great effort to preserve it. Economic interests were local, and political 
loyalty was given to the local strong man rather than to the distant 
sovereign. Neither the Church nor the royal family could arrest the 
creeping paralysis of localism which had already destroyed the far 
stronger empire of Rome. 

Yet the complete and rapid collapse of Charlemagne’s Empire was 
not due solely to internal causes. Some semblance of unity might have 
been preserved, at least for a time, had it not been for a new series of 
invasions which began early in the ninth century and continued for 
over one hundred years. These new invasions were the worst which 
western Europe has ever had to face ; they did far more damage than 
the German movements of the fifth century. Unlike the Germans, the 
new invaders were at first interested in plunder rather than settlement, 
and they struck at every part of the Empire in their search for spoils. 
The Carolingian kings were helpless against the fast-moving, widely 
scattered raiders ; they could seldom move their armies fast enough to 
catch their elusive enemies; Communications became even worse than 
before, and each district had to see to its own defense. The local mag- 
nates assumed the task of protecting their weaker neighbors and in 
taking over the duties of the central government they also took over 
its powers. As a result, when the invasions finally ended, feudalism was 
firmly established in France and Italy and was growing in England and 
Germany. 

The new invaders were the .Saracens, the Northmen, and the Magyars. 
They ringed Europe on three sides. South, North, and East, and with 
their light ships and fast-moving cavalry they penetrated to every part 
of the continent. They raided every region from the British Isles to 
Sicily, and from the Bay of Biscay to the Black Sea. They stole every- 
thing which could be carried off — gold, silver, the base metals, cloth and 
even children, whom they sold as slaves. They destroyed everything 
which they could not steal, and slaughtered hundreds of thousands of 
men. To beat off or assimilate these invaders was one of the hardest 
tasks which Europe ever faced. 

The Saracens came first, continued their raiding longest, and yet 
probably did the least damage. They confined their activities to a 
smaller area; only Italy and southern France suffered from their at- 
tacks. They became interested in conquest sooner than the other in- 
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vaders, a fact which led them to concentrate their efforts on a few 
localities. They also suffered more from internal dissensions and so 
were more vulnerable to counterattacks. Nevertheless, they kept Italy 
in a turmoil for over a hundred years and made Mediterranean trade 
un.safe until the eleventh century. 

The Saracen danger came from Africa rather than Spain. In their 
eagerness to strike at Gaul, the Mohammedans had never completed 
the conquest of the Iberian peninsula and some tiny Christian king- 
doms survived in the northern mountains. Charlemagne prolonged the 
line of buffer stales by his conquest of the Spanish March, and from 
his time on, Mohammedan Spain was insulated from the rest of Europe. 
The Saracens of the peninsula exhausted their strength in attacking the 
Christian states of the North and in quarreling with each other. They 
were not verj' dangerous to Europe in the ninth and tenth centuries. 

The Saracens of Africa were far more of a menace. They became great 
seamen and great pirates ; from the seventh to the nineteenth centuries 
Europe was troubled by the problem of the corsairs of North .Africa. 
By the ninth century mere piracy was not enough; they began to 
establish themselves on the islands of the western Mediterranean as a 
preliminary to further raids. The conquest of Sicily, which began in 
827, was completed by the middle of the century, and by 900 both 
Sardinia and Corsica were in Mo.slem hands. During the same period 
they attacked the Italian mainland, but with less success. They held 
some towns for seventy years, but they never gained enough territory to 
create an Italian Saracen state. How'ever, from the bases which they 
had acquired, they were able to plunder and terrorize the whole pen- 
insula. One Moslem outpost was established at the mouth of the Gari- 
gliano, betw-een Rome and Naples, a strategic location which enabled 
the raiders to exact tribute from the pope and to plunder the mother 
abbey of Monte Cassino. Another robbers’ nest was located at Garde 
Frainet, on the extreme north coast of Italy. From this fortress they 
struck far inland, robbing and holding for ransom travelers in the chief 
Alpine passes. The Carolingians of Italy exhausted themselves in fight- 
ing the Saracens, but they were never able to drive them entirely out of 
the peninsula. The dens of pirates were eliminated only when the local 
magnates became so alarmed that they forgot their differences and 
gave up their treasonable alliances with the infidels. The islands re- 
mained under Mohammedan rule until the eleventh century, when the 
Italian cities became strong enough to seize command of the sea and 
Norman adventurers drove the Saracens from Sicily. 

The Northmen covered far more territory and did much more dam- 
age than the Saracens. They attacked every European country from 
Spain to Russia, though their most destructive work was done in the 
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British Isles and France. They pushed their peaceful settlement even 
farther afield, occupying the Orkneys, the Faroes, Iceland, Greenland 
and, temporarily, a part of the North American coast. Historians have 
not yet solved the problem of the expansion of the Northmen. How 
could the small, relatively poor Scandinavian countries send forth such 
hordes of warriors ? Why did this great emigration come when it did ? It 
seems likely that the population of Norway, Sweden, and Denmark 
grew steadily from the fifth century on, and that those who were too 
crowded at home moved to the empty lands around the Baltic which 
the Germans had deserted when they moved south. Only when all the 
unused land was occupied did the rest of Europe feel the pressure. It 
has also been suggested that, as the population increased, attempts were 
made to form larger and more powerful political units, and that local 
leaders, defeated by stronger opponents, emigrated rather than obey 
their rivals. This was true especially in Denmark, where the kings 
waged a long and, in the end, successful war against the nobles. But 
this does not explain why the population of the Scandinavian countries 
should have been increasing at a time when it was certainly no more than 
stationary in other regions, and this, after all, is the heart of the problem. 

The Northmen knew Europe well. They were traders before they were 
pirates and had controlled one of the most important routes of European 
commerce. This route left the great overland road to the East at the 
Caspian Sea and went through the trading cities of the Volga to the 
rivers which flow into the Baltic. From the Baltic, goods could be 
shipped to England, Saxony, Flanders, and France. This route was espe- 
cially important when Mediterranean commerce was threatened by the 
Mohammedans, and the traders who used it became acquainted with 
every port and river of northern Europe. 

The Northmen were already restless at the time of Charlemagne. The 
Danes raided the northern frontier of the Frankish Empire and a few 
tentative attacks were made on England, Ireland, and Frisia during the 
last decade of the eighth century. These first exploratory raids were 
relatively unsuccessful, but they did point out the weak spots in Euro- 
pean defenses and demonstrated especially the poor political and mili- 
tary organization of the Irish. During the early years of the ninth cen- 
tury, Ireland alone suffered severely from the Northmen, while other 
countries experienced only desultory raids. But about 830 civil wars 
began to weaken the Frankish Empire, and at the same time the raiders 
from the North began to take their work more seriously. They estab- 
lished permanent bases in enemy territory and began to make raiding 
a permanent profession instead of a sporadic adventure. These bases 
were usually islands at the mouths of great rivers — places which could 
be easily defended by the Viking rulers of the sea, and which were 
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equally convenient for great drives into the interior. Such islands were 
Noirmoutier at the mouth of the Loire, Oissel at the mouth of the Seine, 
and Sheppey at the mouth of the Thames. These permanent bases for 
raiding were established first in Ireland about 831, then in France in 
843, and finally in England in 851. Once they had been set up, no place 
in Europe was safe from attack. The ships of the Vikings were shallow- 
draft rowboats holding twenty to forty men; they could ascend not 
only the main rivers but also their tributaries, and few places in Europe 
are far removed from running water. It is true that European rivers 
were probably deeper then than they are now, after years of deforesta- 
tion and diversion of water, but nevertheless it is amazing to see how 
far inland the Northmen could take their ships. And yet those same 
ships could cross the North Atlantic to Iceland, Greenland, and .America ! 

The Northmen were not completely dependent upon ships. When 
they were blocked by fortified bridges or shallow water they beached 
their boats, stole horses, and continued their raiding as cavalry. In fact, 
in countries in which they were numerous, as in England, they gave up 
the use of ships almost entirely and marched the length and breadth 
of the land as a conquering army. Their reputation for ferocious bravery 
became so great that many rulers, and even CaroUngian emperors, paid 
them bribes to avoid their attacks. 

Viking activity reached its peak during the years from 850 to 860. 
During those years their armies held more than half of Ireland and 
England. The southern part of Frisia was granted to a Viking chief. 
All the river towns in France were attacked by the Vikings: Beauvais, 
Amiens, Therouanne and St. Omer in the North ; Tours, Nantes, Blois 
and Orleans on the Loire, and smaller towns in the Seine and Garonne 
valleys. (Rouen, Paris, and Bordeaux had already been sacked between 
841 and 846.) At the same time, the towns of Utrecht and Bremen in 
northern Germany were pillaged and Viking raiders, in sheer bravado, 
entered the Mediterranean. This foray, made in 860, was not very profit- 
able, but it shows the territory which could be threatened by a single 
expedition: Christian Spain, Mohammedan Spain, Morocco, and the 
Rhone delta were all attacked. The raid ended with the sack of the little 
town of Luna in Italy, a place which the invaders are said to have mis- 
taken for Rome. 

By this time the raiders were becoming conquerors. The permanent 
camp in enemy territory was developing into a Viking kingdom or 
dukedom. There was little left to steal except the land itself, so the 
Northmen took that. This change came first in Ireland, the region which 
had suffered most from Viking attacks. At times the Viking kingdoms 
in Ireland covered half the island, but they fell on evil days in the 
eleventh century. The Irish, with their usual obstinacy, refused to stay 



106 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

conquered, and the Viking rulers wasted their strength in quarreling 
with each other, instead of uniting to suppress the natives. The North- 
men eventually lost everything except some small kingdoms on the 
east coast, around Dublin and Waterford, which continued to exist until 
the English conquest in the twelfth century. 

The Vikings had even less success in establishing a permanent home 
in Germany. They were granted Frisia in 855, and might have created 
a sort of German Normandy there, had it not been for the bad judg- 
ment of their leader. He became involved in the political quarrels of the 
German kingdom, chose the wrong side, and was assassinated. His fol- 
lowers were almost exterminated by the victorious king, and Frisia was 
lost to the Northmen. 

At about the same time the Northmen, and especially the Danes, 
turned to England. The northern part of the country was seized without 
much trouble and was intensively colonized. Traces of the Danes are 
still evident in the place-names, language, agricultural methods, and 
local government of the region. They not only seized the North, but they 
came very close to taking the kingdom of Wessex in the South as well. 
The heroic efforts of Alfred kept them north of the Thames, and Alfred’s 
successors gradually reconquered the Danelaw — the region held by the 
invaders in the North. However, they never succeeded in gaining the 
complete loyalty of the Danish colonists, and a second wave of invasion 
in the eleventh century made England, for a time, a Danish kingdom. 
The English seemed fated to be ruled by men of Viking blood, for it was 
only a few years after the collapse of this second Danish kingdom that 
the Norman Conquest took place. 

After England came Normandy. The Vikings camped at the mouth 
of the Seine could not be driven away. On the other hand, they had 
plundered almost every town within easy reach and were meeting with 
increasing resistance on their drives into the interior. They were ready 
to settle down, and the French king felt that he might as well let them 
have a province which he could no longer defend. So in 911 (the tradi- 
tional date is as good as any) the land on both sides of the lower Seine 
was granted to the leader of the Northmen. They promptly set about 
enlarging their grant, and in the end more than doubled its size, reach- 
ing Brittany on the west and coming uncomfortably close to Paris on 
the south. This district, called Normandy after its new rulers, soon 
recovered from the disasters of the period of invasion and became rela- 
tively prosperous. The leaders of the Northmen, now dukes of Nor- 
mandy, devoted their remarkable abilities to building up a strong gov- 
ernment ; Normandy was one of the best ruled lands in Europe in the 
eleventh century. 

While the Norwegians had concentrated on Ireland, and the Danes 
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had attacked England and France, the Swedes had been pushing east 
and south. The Slavs living on the great plains of eastern Europe had 
practically no political organization, and made little resistance to the 
invaders. In fact, at times they seem to have welcomed them as military 
leaders who would protect them against their neighbors. The first Swed- 
ish settlements on the eastern plains were founded at about the same 
time as the Norwegian kingdoms in Ireland ; that is, about 830. By the 
ninth century most of Russia was dominated by a handful of Viking 
adventurers. The name “Russia” itself is of Swedish origin, and seems 
to be derived from a tribe which lived in the upper part of the Scan- 
dinavian peninsula. 

Ninth century Russia was a land of city-states, each ruled by a Viking 
prince and his war-band and linked together in a loose federation under 
the ruler of Kiev. Strange as it may seem, Russia at this time was pre- 
dominantly urban, rather than rural. It has been pointed out that a 
great trade-route ran from the Black and Caspian seas through Russia 
to the Baltic. Much of the land was still covered with forests, which 
produced wild honey and furs — commodities which were greatly de- 
sired in western Europe. The wealthy traders were town-dwellers and 
dominated the scattered rural population. The Swedish rulers of Russia 
profited by the trade of their towns and became powerful enough to 
attempt the conquest of the great commercial city of Constantinople. 
They were beaten off with some difficulty, and the Eastern Empire 
granted them a very favorable commercial treaty in the hope of avoid- 
ing future attacks. During the eleventh century the Vikings were gradu- 
ally assimilated by the Slavic population and lost some of their aggres- 
siveness. Yet Russia remained a wealthy commercial country until a 
series of nomad invasions in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries cut it 
off from the trade-routes to the South and East. 

During the tenth century, the raids of the Northmen became less 
annoying and gradually ceased. The growth of feudal states made 
raiding more dangerous, and with each successive attack there was less 
to steal. In France, local leaders had organized successful resistance 
during the last part of the ninth century. Thus a certain Robert the 
Strong, duke of the country between the Loire and the Seine, defeated 
the Northmen several times between 858 and 866. Robert’s son, Eudes, 
defended Paris against a great Viking attack in 885, even though he 
received little help from the incompetent Charles the Fat, who ruled 
France at the time. The exploits of these men gave their family such 
prestige that it eventually took the place of the Carolingian dynasty on 
the throne of France. Even the Carolingians, weak as they were, won 
some important victories over the Northmen in the last quarter of the 
ninth century. The king of Germany annihilated the Vikings in his 
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territory, and Alfred broke the power of the Danish army in England. 
It took more than one defeat to stop Viking invasions, but the cumulative 
effect of this series of battles was great. The Northmen were losing their 
warriors faster than they could be replaced. There simply were not 
enough of the Scandinavian peoples to conquer and settle Ireland, Eng- 
land, France, and Russia. So from 900 on, the Northmen tended to con- 
centrate on holding what they already had, and abandoned their far- 
flung raids. 

However, just as the danger from the North began to subside a new 
foe arose in the East. Like the Huns before them, the Magyars drove 
through the corridor between the Urals and the Caspian, along the 
Black Sea, and into the heart of the Danube Valley. Like the Huns, they 
were a nomad Ural-Altaian people, forced from their original homes by 
defeat, but able to turn retreat into a victorious advance. They were 
great horsemen, ferocious fighters, and merciless enemies. They ap- 
peared on the German frontier about 890, and for sixty years they 
devastated central Europe. Bavaria and Swabia suffered most from 
their raids, but northern Germany was not immune. Bremen, sacked 
once by the Northmen, was plundered again by the Magyars during an 
attack on Saxony. On the greatest raids, France and Italy suffered, too; 
the Magyars rode in a huge circle around the Alps, burning, robbing, 
and killing all along a circuit thousands of miles in length. Thus in 937 
they passed through Bavaria, Swabia, Franconia and Lorraine, to Cham- 
pagne in eastern France. From Champagne they moved down through 
Berry and Burgundy to Piedmont, in Italy. They went down the west 
coast through Tuscany, the duchy of Rome and Campania, and returned 
home by the east coast and the Istrian peninsula. 

Although the Magyars inflicted serious damage on southern Germany 
and northern Italy, they were not as formidable enemies as the North- 
men, and their power rapidly declined. Unlike the Huns, the Magyars 
had not been able to absorb all the western nomads in their drive on 
Europe. Unlike the Huns, they did not succeed in filling their army with 
conquered European peoples. No large group of Germans was ever 
forced to serve the Magyars, and even the weak Slavic peoples of the 
Danube basin were able to maintain a certain degree of independence. 
As a result the Magyars lacked manpower, and the rise of an able line 
of German kings soon put an end to their raids. Henry the Fowler 
(918-936) encouraged the building of forts along the frontier, and 
Henry’s son Otto inflicted a crushing defeat on a Magyar army at the 
Lechfeld in 955. This defeat almost immediately stopped the raids. 
The Magyars settled down on the middle Danube, where they created 
the kingdom of Hungary. The most important result of their invasion 
was that a wedge was driven between two great groups of Slavs. The 



CHAPTER VI 

BRIDGES ACROSS THE DARK AGES 


W ESTERN civilization declined steadily during the ninth 
and tenth centuries. Europeans seemed to have lost their 
ability to work together on a large scale. Political organi- 
zation and economic activity were reduced to the sub- 
sistence level of the feudal state and the agricultural village. Even the 
universal Church suffered from the evils of localism and its organization 
became weak and corrupt. A society which was barely keeping alive 
could devote little time and energy to the arts and learning ; the Caro- 
lingian Renaissance decayed with the Carolingian Empire. Yet the 
heritage of the past was not lost in this dark period, even if it could not 
be used by the men of the West. The Greeks and Arabs in the East pre- 
served, and even added to, the knowledge which they had received from 
the ancient world. The ideals of the Carolingian Empire continued to 
exert a powerful influence in Germany, where the great Saxon kings tried 
to carry on the work of Charlemagne. The Byzantine Empire, the Mo- 
hammedan Empire, and the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation 
were bridges across the Dark Ages. 


1. The Civilizations of the East 

The ninth and tenth centuries, which were so dark for western 
Europe, saw the height of Byzantine and Saracen civilization. Through- 
out this period Constantinople and Bagdad were centers of commerce 
and manufacturing, of art and intellectual activity. Western Europe 
was to profit greatly by the existence of these two advanced civilizations 
on its very borders. The intellectual and economic revival of the West 
after 1000 was greatly stimulated by contacts with the Greeks and 
the Mohammedans. 

Gibbon described Byzantine history as "a tedious and uniform tale 
of weakness and misery.” His great authority, and similar judgments 
by Voltaire, Montesquieu and Taine, caused this opinion to prevail 
until the middle of the last century. “Byzantine” even yet is too fre- 
quently used as a term of opprobrium. But scholars now realize the 
great debt which we owe to the Eastern Empire. They realize that for 
eight centuries law, literature, art, industry and commerce flourished 
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at Constantinople, and that this city not only preserved the remnants 
of classical civilization but also protected the rest of Europe from East- 
ern invaders, until the West was in a position to use this older culture. 
They have learned that the most important feature of the Byzantine 
Empire was “its constant vitality and power of revival,” “its marvel- 
lous recuperative energy.” 

These qualities were greatly needed at the end of the seventh century, 
for the Eastern Roman Empire had been almost overwhelmed by the 
first victories of the Arabs. It had lost two-thirds of its territory — Syria, 
Egypt, and North Africa — and for a time it seemed doubtful whether 
it could survive the shock of these amputations. Yet in the end the loss 
of these provinces was not an unmixed evil ; the Empire was more vigor- 
ous in the tenth century than it had been in the seventh. As we have 
seen, Syria and Egypt resented the domination of Constantinople and 
their resentment frequently expressed itself in religious and political 
revolt. On the other hand, the emperors who attempted to placate Syria 
and Egypt were attacked by the orthodox Greeks of the capital. Mo- 
hammedan conquests ended these sectional quarrels; Constantinople 
now had no rivals for political and religious leadership. At the same 
time much of the trade which had passed through Antioch and Alex- 
andria shifted to Constantinople, so that the emperors could still count 
on a large and regular income from taxes on commerce. Constantinople 
was unquestionably the greatest port in the Christian world, and one 
of the greatest known anywhere; no state could be entirely helpless 
with such an asset. The old civil service remained ; the careful organi- 
zation of the army was preserved, and its equipment was improved. 
Altogether, the situation of the Eastern or Byzantine Empire was far 
from hopeless. 

Recovery from the disasters of the seventh century was, of course, 
slow. During the eighth century the Arabs were still dangerous, and 
again threatened Constantinople in the great siege of 717-718. At the 
same time the iconoclastic controversy, the last dangerous religious dis- 
pute in the Empire, caused a breach between the emperors and the people 
of the capital. The rulers, influenced by the puritanical sects of Asia 
Minor and perhaps by Mohammedan criticism, attempted to outlaw 
all representations of sacred personages. This gained them the support 
of the army, which was drawn largely from regions which were opposed 
to the veneration of images. At the same time it weakened the monas- 
teries, which were entirely too Influential to suit the emperors, by de- 
priving them of the possession of wonder-working images. But the peo- 
ple of Constantinople, led by the monks, bitterly opposed the policy of 
iconoclasm, and the Empire could not be strong without their support. 
The popes also attacked the iconoclastic emperors and turned to the 



13S 


Bridges Across the Dark Ages 

kings of the Franks for support, so that imperial influence declined in 
Italy. In the ninth century the images were restored, and the emperors 
gained the undivided support of their subjects. From this time on, the 
Byzantine Empire remained fiercely and unswervingly orthodox. Fre- 
quent political upheavals never troubled its essential unity, since the 
state w'as based on religion rather than patriotism. 

Once the iconoclastic controversy had ended, the emperors could take 
advantage of weaknesses which were appearing in the world of Islam. 
The rugged uplands of Asia Minor furnished them excellent soldiers 
and the fabulous wealth of Constantinople gave them resources for ex- 
tensive campaigns. By the end of the tenth century Crete, Antioch, and 
northern Syria had been reconquered, and Byzantine armies had threat- 
ened Jerusalem and Bagdad. .At the same time the Rulgars were forced 
to acknowledge Byzantine supremacy. They were a Ural- Altaian people 
who had imposed themselves as rulers on the Slavic tribes which had 
wandered across the Danube during the period of Byzantine weakness. 
They had built up a strong state in the Balkan hinterland, but they 
could not resist the power of the revived Empire. 

The cultural and religious influence of the Byzantine Empire went 
far beyond its boundaries. The Bulgars and Slavs of the Balkans were 
quickly converted to Christianity, and their civilization was based on 
that of Constantinople. Byzantine missionaries were also active among 
the Slavs of the middle Danube and Moravia, but their work, successful 
at first, was ruined b}' the Magyar invasion in the late ninth century. 
The Western Slavs, cut off from the Greeks by the fiercely hostile 
ilagjmrs, turned to the Latin West for help. .As a result the Czechs and 
Slovaks became Roman Catholics, and even in the Balkan peninsula 
the westernmost Slavs accepted the headship of the pope. Rut this failure 
was more than atoned for by Russian acceptance of ilie Greek faith. The 
first converts were made in the tenth century, and during the eleventh 
century all Russia became Christian. Here, as among the Slavs of the 
Balkans, acceptance of the Byzantine religion led to imitation of Byzan- 
tine civilization. Russian art and architecture still bear witness to the 
profound influence which Constantinople exerted upon the Eastern 
Slavs. 

The revival of the Byzantine Empire was accompanied by a revival 
of classical studies at Constantinople. This revival was focused on 
Greek literature rather than on Greek science; on Homer and Plato 
rather than on Aristotle. For these reasons it interested the West less 
than the work of the Arabs, who shared the Western preference for 
science and for Aristotle. Nevertheless the influence of Constantinople 
on medieval Latin scholarship should not be underestimated. Many 
Western scholars visited Constantinople, and many Greek works were 
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translated into Latin for their use. It was always possible to find manu- 
scripts of Aristotle at Constantinople, even if they were not given the 
place of honor in the libraries. And in the period of the Renaissance 
Byzantine scholarship was at last recognized when the Italian human- 
ists became intensely interested in the study of Greek literature. In the 
last years of the Empire Greek scholars found an eager welcome in 
Italy for their knowledge and their manuscripts. 

Byzantine art shows the Eastern Empire at its best. In other fields 
there was apt to be undue conservatism, but in art the Byzantines cre- 
ated a new and vigorous style. Even in the dark days of the Empire good 
work was done, and the great tenth century revival stimulated art as it 
had stimulated scholarship. It is difficult to speak with any certainty 
of the influence of Byzantine art on the West. Venice, of course, copied 
Byzantine architecture in the great cathedral of St. Mark’s, and Venice 
in turn may have influenced the building of the domed churches of 
southwestern France. Byzantine mosaic work was imitated in the south- 
ern half of Italy, and Byzantine painting may have contributed to early 
Italian work. In general, however, the West developed its own style in 
the arts, and Byzantine influence was never dominant in any field 

On the other hand, the commercial revival of the West sprang directly 
from contact with Constantinople. All the wares of India and Chitu 
could be found in the city on the Bosporus, and the Byzantines thew 
selves were famous as producers of luxury goods. In the sixth century 
they had learned the secret of making silk, and from that time on their 
reputation as makers of fine textiles increased steadily. They had no 
superiors in manufacturing brocades, velvets, cloth of gold and cloth of 
silver, or in dying silks and fine linens. They were equally skilled as 
goldsmiths and jewelers, and their work in enamel and ivory was sought 
everywhere. The West, even when it was poorest, was always anxious 
to obtain Byzantine wares. Churchmen needed fine cloth for their vest- 
ments, jewels for their altar vessels, and incense for their services. Kings 
and princes sought these same products to add to the splendor of their 
courts. And in spite of Mohammedans and nomads, the routes between 
the West and Constantinople were never entirely blocked. Until the 
twelfth century northern Europe could secure Byzantine wares through 
Russia, and by the time this road was cut, the sea route through the 
Mediterranean was open. More important was the fact that the Mo- 
hammedans never succeeded in gaining permanent control of Italy and 
the Adriatic. Even in the darkest period of the invasions. Eastern goods 
could be shipped across the narrow sea to Italian towns which were 
still nominally subjects of the Empire. Venice profited especially from 
this trade ; its island position protected it from the consequences of the 
wars which raged on the mainland, and it was well located for distribut- 
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ing Byzantine goods to transalpine peoples. It is true that these Italian 
towns also traded with the Moslems when they could, in spite of ec- 
clesiastical prohibitions, but this trade was dangerous and uncertain. 
Italian cities continued to exist and to carry on international trade in 
the tenth century primarily because of their contacts with Constanti- 
nople. And Italian cities were among the most important factors in the 
great economic revival which began in the eleventh century in the West. 

The strong Byzantine Empire of the tenth century was too successful 
for its own good. As security was restored in the outlying parts of the 
country, land once more became a valuable investment. Powerful and 
wealthy men had not been interested in building up great estates when 
they might be devastated at any time by the enemy, but now that the 
frontiers were safely guarded, all the old desire for landed possessions 
revived. With amazing rapidity a land-owning aristocracy reappeared 
and gained power in rural districts. As in the old Roman Empire, small 
land-owners became subject to the owners of great estates, and local 
officials were subservient to men with great wealth. All the old evils 
of localism and dislike of central authority began to reappear. Unfortu- 
nately for the Empire, this landed aristocracy was especially strong in 
Asia Minor, which was precisely the region from which most of the 
imperial troops were drawn. They soon gained control over a large part 
of the army and did not hesitate to use it against the authorities at 
Constantinople. The abler emperors of the tenth century realized the 
danger and attempted to break up the great estates and to limit the 
powers of the aristocracy. Their efforts were unsuccessful; men with 
great wealth continued to invest it in land and to dominate local govern- 
ment. In the eleventh century there was a great struggle between the 
office-holding class at Constantinople and the land-owning aristocracy. 
This seriously weakened the Empire, since the emperors of this period 
represented only one faction or the other and never controlled the whole 
state. 

Unfortunately for the Greeks, this weakening of the Empire coincided 
with the rise of a new Mohammedan power. Ever since the ninth century 
the Turks had played an important role in Moslem politics as mercenary 
soldiers and generals, but they had entered the lands of the caliphate 
only in small groups. Now a whole people, the Seljuk Turks, moved 
down from the northeast and rapidly conquered the lands between the 
eastern Mediterranean and India. Not satisfied with this success, they 
soon began to raid Asia Minor. They were so annoying that in 1071 the 
emperor Romanus IV led all available Byzantine troops against them. 
Romanus had a larger army than his opponents, but he was so anxious 
to end the Turkish menace that he forgot the most elementary rules of 
prudence and suffered a crushing defeat at Manzikert. His army was 
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annihilated, he was taken prisoner, and the Turks occupied most of 
Asia Minor. The Byzantine Empire never fully recovered from this 
blow. It had depended on the wealth of Constantinople and the man- 
power of Asia Minor. Now the latter had been lost, and the Byzantine 
army was never again large enough to be really effective. Even when 
part of Asia Minor was reconquered in the twelfth century the loss of 
manpower was not made good. The Turks were a pastoral, not an agri- 
cultural people; they had neglected irrigation works and had allowed 
the land to revert to semi-desert conditions, so that the population was 
greatly reduced. After 1071 the Byzantine Empire was little more than 
the city of Constantinople. It continued to exist until 1453, but its great 
days were gone forever. 

Mohammedan civilization had flourished under the Ommiad caliphs, 
but it reached an even higher point under their Abbasid successors. 
Abu’l Abbas, the founder of the new dynasty, appealed to all the groups 
who were discontented with Ommiad rule. He claimed an uncle of Mo- 
hammed as his ancestor, and thus satisfied to some extent the demands 
of the legitimists who insisted that only the close relatives of the prophet 
should rule. Outwardly, he was more pious than the worldly Ommiads, 
who had shocked the more puritanical Arabs by their indifference to 
religion. Most important of all, be succeeded in gaining the support of 
recent converts, especially in Persia, and thus identified himself with 
the growing opposition to the dominance of the Arab aristocracy of Syria. 
By the middle of the eighth century the Abbasid claimant was strong 
enough to risk a rebellion. The Ommiad caliph was decisively defeated 
in 750, and the new ruler tried to exterminate all members of the rival 
family. One Ommiad escaped to Spain, where he founded an independent 
state in 755, but the rest of the Mohammedan world recognized the 
authority of the Abbasid caliph. The Persians and other Eastern con- 
verts were rewarded for their support by the removal of the capital from 
Damascus to Mesopotamia. Here, on the banks of the Euphrates, rose 
the new city of Bagdad, which was to become the center of Eastern 
civilization. 

The triumph of the Abbasids meant the end of Arab supremacy. 
Henceforth all Moslems were equal, and the non-Arabs rapidly gained 
political power. The Mohammedan Empire had been held together by 
the Arab aristocracy and with their eclipse it began to disintegrate. Sub- 
merged local patriotisms began to revive, and by the middle of the ninth 
century the caliph had only nominal authority in outlying districts. As 
we have seen, Spain became independent in 755. Morocco followed suit 
in 788, and the rest of North Africa broke away in 800. Egypt fell away 
after 868, and the northern and eastern regions of Persia became practi- 
cally autonomous at about the same time. Even in regions nearer Bagdad 
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the caliph was troubled by the tendency of provincial governors to found 
independent states. He became more and more dependent upon his 
generals, and after 900 the territories which still acknowledged his rule 
were actually governed by the commander of the army. 

Yet the decline of the caliphate was very gradual, and during the 
first century of their rule the Abbasids were powerful and wealthy 
sovereigns. The provinces of the Far West, which were the first to break 
aw'ay, had added little to their military and financial resources. As long 
as the Near and Middle East gave them obedience and taxes, they were 
strong. Perhaps the reign of the famous Haroun Al-Rashid (786-809) 
marks the height of Abbasid splendor, but his immediate successors 
were almost as magnificent. And even when the caliphate declined, 
Mohammedan civilization continued to flourish. Political unity was 
gone, but the Moslem world was still held together by many bonds. 
There was the common religion, Islam, and the common language of 
government and learning, Arabic. Most important of all, there was a 
network of commercial relations which stretched from Spain to India. 
The ordinary Mohammedan was not greatly troubled by political dif- 
ferences; he moved about freely in all regions which acknowledged 
Islam. Bagdad remained the cultural center of the Mohammedan world 
long after its political supremacy was gone. 

The Ommiads had been interested in Greek and Persian learning and 
had welcomed scholars at their court. Unfortunately, almost no works 
exist which can be ascribed with certainty to the Ommiad period and 
it is impossible to judge how much progress was made at that time. Yet, 
whatever the achievements of earlier scholars, there is no doubt that the 
great period of Arabic learning came under the Abbasid caliphs. There 
was tremendous eagerness to acquire all the knowledge of earlier civiliza- 
tions. Practically the entire body of Greek scientific treatises was trans- 
lated into Arabic. Persian and Hindu works were also translated, and 
thus a great mass of scientific materials was made available to students 
who understood the common language of the Mohammedan world. At 
first the scholars of the caliphate merely restated and synthesized the 
work of their predecessors, but they soon began to make original contri- 
butions. Their greatest achievements were in the field of mathematics. 
The Greeks had known the fundamental principles of algebra and trigo- 
nometry, but they had expressed them in rather cumbersome forms. 
The .'\rabs improved the system of notation and developed new applica- 
tions of both sciences. Most important of all, they borrowed the Hindu 
numerals, including the zero, and likewise the Hindu idea of arranging 
numbers by units, tens, and hundreds. Thus arithmetic became an ele- 
mentary school subject, instead of an abstruse science which only ad- 
vanced scholars could understand. The value of this contribution can 
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be estimated only if the reader will try to perform a few simple arith- 
metical operations with Roman numerals. In astronomy, the Moham- 
medan contribution was less remarkable. They preserved the observa- 
tions and theories of the Greeks at a time when few other people were 
interested in them and added many facts, though few hypotheses, of 
their own. The great number of star-names of Arabic origin testifies to 
the thoroughness of their study of the heavens. While the Mohammedans 
did little original work in astronomy, it should not be forgotten that the 
caliph’s scientists were able to make a reasonably accurate estimate of 
the circumference of the earth at a time when the greatest astronomers 
in Christian Europe could do little more than predict the date of Easter. 

In medicine, the Mohammedan contribution was much like that in 
astronomy. The basic theories remained Greek, though many new facts 
were observed. For example, there are excellent discussions of the 
symptoms of smallpox and measles in Arabic medical works. The most 
notable work of Mohammedan doctors was in ophthalmology, a field 
in which they had extensive practice, owing to the prevalence of eye 
diseases in the East. Mohammedan surgery could advance but little 
beyond Greek, since dissection was forbidden by religious law. Yet in 
medicine, as in astronomy, the Arabic-speaking world was making effec- 
tive use of its knowledge during the centuries when western Europe 
had not assimilated the most elementary treatises on the subject. Hos- 
pitals were established in the leading cities of the East, and doctors 
were examined and licensed in ninth century Bagdad. Mohammedan 
chemistry was almost entirely alchemy — that is, an attempt to trans- 
form the base elements into gold. In the effort they were forced to ex- 
tensive experimentation and discovered many important chemical re- 
actions. Such words as alcohol, alembic, alkali, benzine, and nitre show 
the Arabic influence in this field. Yet while they discovered many useful 
facts, they added little to the theories which they had received from their 
predecessors. 

Mohammedan scholars were attracted by Greek philosophy, especially 
by the work of Aristotle. They also received a mass of Neo-Platonic 
literature, some of which masqueraded under Aristotle’s name. Thus 
they became involved in the great and hopeless task of trying to recon- 
cile Aristotle and Plato, a task which was to absorb the energies of count- 
less Christian scholars in later centuries. Their interest in philosophy 
involved them in a still more persistent problem, that of reconciling 
faith and reason. Aristotle had perfected a system of logic which was 
apparently applicable to any sort of data. By the use of his logical 
method he had worked out certain theories which contradicted the 
dogmas of both Christianity and Islam; for example, the theory that 
the world had not been created but had always existed. Respect for 
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Aristotle was too great to allow his opinions to be rejected, and yet 
the teachings of the faith could not be set aside. Was it possible to 
reconcile the two, or must it be admitted that philosophical truth and 
religious truth were not identical? Xo completely satisfactory solution 
was ever found, but Mohammedan discussions of the problem were 
eagerly studied by Christian scholars w'ho found themselves faced with 
the same difficulty in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. 

The attitude of the Moslem world toward science presents a sharp 
contrast to that of their Christian contemporaries. Western Europe had 
lost most of its scientific knowledge before the fall of the Roman Em- 
pire, and the Byzantines were not greatly interested in their heritage 
from the past. Only in Mohammedan countries was there deep interest 
in scientific problems; only in Mohammedan countries were scientists 
encouraged and supported by rulers. This interest in science overrode 
all religious and racial prejudices. Christian doctors attended the 
caliphs ; Jews wrote some of the most important Arabic philosophical 
treatises. A surprising amount of free-thinking was tolerated in scientists, 
in spite of the protests of orthodox theologians. This conviction that 
scientific speculation was valuable was perhaps the most important 
contribution of the Mohammedans. 

Art and literature flourished during the Abbasid period, but in these 
fields the Mohammedans had less influence on Christian Europe. Yet 
the pointed arch, which is typical of Gothic architecture, seems to have 
been first developed in Mohammedan countries. And it is very possible 
that the emphasis on love themes in Moslem poetry affected European 
writers. The poetry of the late Roman Empire had been narrative and 
didactic, and the theme of the lover sighing for his lady was almost 
unknown in the early middle ages. The earliest troubadours in southern 
France seem to have modeled their work on lyrics written in Moham- 
medan Spain. Arabic literature also served as a source of the romantic 
and marvelous to Christian writers. It was not the only source — Celtic 
legends were probably more important — ^but it contributed to the forma- 
tion of the romantic tradition in European literature. 

Agriculture was an activity in which the Mohammedans were greatly 
interested. Here they could profit both by their scientific approach 
and their contacts with the East. They rapidly learned the methods 
which had been practiced in Mesopotamia, Syria, and Egypt. They 
studied old treatises and wrote new and more scientific works on the 
use of manure and irrigation, on grafting, on plant diseases and insect 
pests. Whenever they found a new vegetable, flower, or fruit, they at- 
tempted to grow it in their gardens and thence to transplant it to other 
lands. As a result many Eastern products were introduced into the 
regions of Europe which they conquered. For example, the Ommiad 
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refugee, Abderrahman, is said to have brought with him to Spain a 
palm-sprout which he had carefully tended. The palm-trees of Spain 
and Portugal still bear witness to the exile’s longing for his old sur- 
roundings. Our information about the introduction of other vegetable 
products is not so definite, and it is possible that some of them may have 
been known before the coming of the Arabs. We do know that in Sicily 
and Spain they raised rice and sugar-cane, which probably came from 
India ; silk-worms and mulberry trees from Persia ; apricots, peaches, 
and lemons from Syria, and bananas from Arabia. They also introduced 
cotton, pomegranates, saffron, and many flowers, including the rose 
and the morning-glory.* 

Mohammedan commerce was active and well balanced. Luxury goods, 
such as silk, jewels, and spices, were imported from the Far East, but 
the Moslems themselves produced valuable articles which could be 
shipped back in exchange. Their textiles were especially famous, and 
in at least one field, that of rug-making, they have kept their supremacy 
to the present day. The steel of Damascus and Toledo, the leather of 
Cordova, the glass of Syria were also marketable almost anywhere in 
the world. In the ninth and tenth centuries trade between Mohammedans 
and Christians was still Intermittent and clandestine, but even under 
these conditions a taste for goods produced or imported by the infidel 
arose in Christian Europe. Like the Byzantines, the Moslems supplied 
an important stimulus to European trade. 

2. The Revival of the Western Empire 

During the ninth century the Carolingian Empire disintegrated and 
the rulers of each portion proved unable to defend their people against 
invasions and internal disorders. At first the decline seemed equally 
rapid in all parts of Europe. By the middle of the tenth century, how- 
ever, it was evident that Germany was suffering less from the common 
difficulties than other regions. For a time it seemed that the German 
kingdom might develop into a strong state which would be the leader 
of European civilization. This hope was never realized ; Germany post- 
poned, but did not avert collapse. For over a century, however, Ger- 
many was the strongest kingdom in Europe and preserved more than 
any other country the ideals and activities of the Carolingian Empire. 

It may seem strange that Germany proved to be the strongest part 
of Charlemagne’s state. The kingdom which Louis the German received 
in 843 was small, poor, and thinly settled. It had never been as well 

* This subject has not been thoroughly studied and further research may prove 
that some of the plants listed above came to Europe through other peoples. 
But there can be no doubt that the agricultural habits of southern Europe were 
profoundly modified by contacts with the Mohammedans. 
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organized as the western lands : many districts had not been subjected 
to counts or other royal officials. It was also the least civilized part of 
the Frankish realm ; most of Germany had never been included in the 
Roman Empire. But some of these defects were actually advantages in 
the dark j^ears of the tenth century. German poverty may have been one 
reason why the Northmen concentrated their attack on France. The 
German people were less Romanized than those of France and Italy, 
but they were more warlike. Roman civilization had so depressed the 
masses in the countries where it was strong that they took little interest 
in military affairs. In Germany, on the other hand, the old tradition 
that all free men served in the army was still alive as late as the eleventh 
century. The whole responsibility for defense was not thrust on the 
shoulders of a small military caste, and this may explain why Germany 
was more successful than France or Italy in beating off invaders. It may 
also explain why feudalism developed comparatively slowly in Germany. 
There were feudal lords in the eastern kingdom, but it took them a long 
time to obtain a monopoly of military and political power in a land 
where most freemen could defend themselves. Meanwhile, the German 
king was able to keep a certain degree of control over the entire country 
and hence to wield greater power than any other Western ruler. 

The Germans were also more fortunate in their kings than either 
France or Italy. After the deposition of Charles the Fat in 887, France 
experienced a century of civil war between the Carolingians and the 
family of the count of Paris, while the kingdom of Italy was destroyed 
by the quarrels of the great men. But in Germany the nobles elected 
Amulf, an illegitimate grandson of Louis the German, as their ruler. This 
revival of the old German principle of election was eventually to 
strengthen the nobles and weaken the kingship, but the immediate effect 
was to give Germany a strong ruler at a time when he was badly needed. 
Arnulf checked the raids of the Slavs on his eastern frontier and ended 
a dangerous Danish invasion by a great victory on the river Dyle in 891. 
This battle added greatly to .Arnulf’s prestige and gave him such au- 
thority in his own kingdom that he was able to revive the Carolingian 
claims to Italy. He conquered the Po Valley in 894 and in the following 
year forced his way to Rome where Pope Formosus crowned him em- 
peror. Then, like so many other German conquerors, he and his army 
were stricken with disease and had to hasten back across the Alps. The 
brutality of his soldiers and his own severity had so angered the Romans 
that the opposition soon got control of the city and Arnulf was never 
able to return to restore order. The whole episode would have been un- 
important had it not furnished a precedent for German intervention in 
Italy. 

When Arnulf died in 899 he was succeeded by his six-year-old son 
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Louis. During the brief reign of this last German Carolingian all the 
dangers which Arnulf had averted returned to plague the kingdom. The 
nobles fought with each other while the Slavs, the Danes, and the Hun- 
garians harassed the frontiers. The collapse of the central government 
encouraged localism in Germany as it did in France and Italy, but the 
local units which emerged during the reign of Louis were not exactly 
like those of the other kingdoms. The different Germanic peoples were 
still conscious of their identity, and there was a tendency to form units 
based on tribal groups. Feudalism was weak in Germany and of little 
aid in building up local authority. The powerful men who arose tried 
to make themselves leaders of a people rather than to become lords of 
many vassals. As a result of these influences, Germany was divided into 
five great duchies, and the rulers of these districts had much greater 
power than an ordinary feudal lord. 

The strongest of these local rulers was the duke of Saxony, whose 
lands stretched clear across the north of Germany. In spite of the con- 
quest by Charlemagne, the Saxons had never lost their sense of nation- 
ality. They remained warlike and independent, and most of them 
accepted the leadership of the duke, at least in relations with other 
peoples. The duke of Bavaria, the most powerful lord in the southeast, 
also profited from tribal feeling. Like the Saxons, the Bavarians had 
retained their identity in spite of the Frankish conquest. The Swabians, 
who inhabited the old territories of the Alamanni in the elbow of the 
upper Rhine, also had a duke, but in the early tenth century he had 
much less power than the dukes of Saxony or Bavaria. There was also a 
duchy of Franconia on the middle Rhine but no one family was domi- 
nant there, and there were bitter fights for leadership of the district 
during the early years of the tenth century. The fifth great duchy was 
Lorraine, which became definitely a part of Germany in 92S after swing- 
ing back and forth between the eastern and western kingdoms for half a 
century. Lorraine had less racial unity and more feudalism than any 
of the other duchies, and its duke had little power over other lords. 

When the dukes first became strong during the reign of Louis the 
Child, it seemed as if they might dominate Germany for years to come. 
They possessed great wealth, effective military power, and had the sup- 
port of such tribal patriotism as had survived the work of Charlemagne. 
Their authority, however, depended on their personal ability and private 
possessions, and their attempts to dominate their duchies were fre- 
quently resented by the counts and other nobles. Moreover, weak as the 
kings were, they still retained some authority over the dukes. The king 
controlled the Church, except in Bavaria, and often used it against the 
dukes. In addition the dukes, like all other officials, were theoretically 
royal servants, removable at pleasure, and later kings were able to 
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exercise this right. Thus no duke ever gained complete control of his 
own duchy, or complete independence of the king. 

When Louis the Child died in 911 the nobles again asserted their right 
of election. The claims of the western Carolingians M'ere ignored and 
Conrad, duke of Franconia, was chosen king. He had little power outside 
his own duchy, and during his reign the dukes continued to gain strength. 
He did not even succeed in founding a dynasty, for when he died in 918 
the duke of Saxony was elected king. With the advent of the Saxon house 
the decline of the German monarch}’ was halted. During the century 
that this family held the throne (919-1024) they pushed back the Slavs 
in the East, gained the crown of Italy, and checked the growing power 
of the dukes. 

The first of these Saxon kings rvas Henry I, later called the Fowler 
(919-936). At his election he was recognized only by Franconia and 
Saxony, but he soon forced .A.lamannia and Bavaria to accept him as 
king. He also succeeded in incorporating Lorraine in the German king- 
dom, thus ending the disputes over this region for several centuries. He 
protected the eastern frontier by building a great line of forts which 
he then used as bases for an attack on the Slavs who lived between the 
Elbe and the Oder. This great task, “the conquest of three-fifths of 
modem Germany,” ^ could not be completed in his lifetime, or even in 
his century, but Henry did make the Drang nach Osten, “the push to the 
East,” a permanent (Jerman policy. Fighting the Slavs was like cutting 
into water ; they slipped away or yielded to the invader's blow, always 
ready to flow back and drown out isolated German detachments. The 
Slavs could not be conquered ; they had to be displaced, and only the 
pressure of generations of German colonists could do this. Henry began 
the work of colonizing Slavic lands, though he could not finish it. More 
spectacular than the slow pushing back of the Slavs were Henry’s two 
great victories over Mag}'ar invaders in 933. These victories, following 
the one which Arnulf had gained over the Danes, did much to maintain 
the German monarchy and to discourage the growth of feudalism. In 
France and Italy, where the kings had little success against invaders, 
men turned to the local nobles for protection. In Germany and England, 
where the kings were better generals, there was less reason for giving 
all power to the local strong man. Yet, while Henry gained prestige for 
his family, he, like his predecessor, lacked direct authority outside his 
own duchy. He was suspicious of the Church, which was the only force 
which he could have used against the nobles in their own territories, 
and he interfered very little with the local government of the dukes and 
counts. 

Henry was succeeded by his son Otto (936-973), usually called the 

^ Lamprecht, as quoted by Thompson, Feudal Germany, p. xviii. 
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Great because under him the Saxon house reached the height of its 
power. Like so many famous kings, Otto built on the foundations cre- 
ated by a less ambitious father. It was the loyalty of Saxony which 
saved him during the first troubled years of his reign, when his own 
brothers joined the dukes in rebellion. But from the moment of his ac- 
cession Otto showed that he was not going to be content with being 
merely the ruler of Saxony. At his coronation he gave a large place to the 
Church and emphasized his position as head of all the Christians of 
the kingdom. This was a revival of Charlemagne’s old alliance between 
Church and state, and it proved as useful to Otto as it had to Charles. 
When secular lords failed to serve him, Otto could always raise a large 
army from the lands of the bishops and abbots who were his faithful 
supporters. At the same time that he sought the aid of the Church, 
Otto turned the administration of his Saxon duchy over to two of his 
subordinates, thus freeing himself for larger tasks. These moves, which 
indicated that he was planning to rule all Germany, caused a series of 
uprisings which were much more dangerous than those which usually 
occurred at the beginning of a reign. It was customary for the nobles 
to test the power of a new ruler by rebelling, but the attacks on Otto 
were so persistent that they showed definite understanding and fear of 
his policies. Not until 941 was the last threat ended, and only in that 
year was Otto master of the whole kingdom. 

Otto’s victories over the rebels greatly strengthened his power. The 
dukes of Lorraine and Franconia were killed during the wars, and the 
power of the dukes of Swabia and Bavaria was greatly weakened. This 
gave Otto a chance to gel all the duchies in the hands of his family. He 
kept Franconia under his own control and gave Lorraine to a loyal noble 
who soon became his son-in-law. His brother and son married ladies 
of the ducal houses of Bavaria and Swabia and succeeded the reigning 
dukes in 947 and 949, respectively. At the same time Otto made im- 
portant grants of lands and governmental powers to the Church. This 
actually strengthened the monarchy, since Otto felt that church lands 
were still his property and was able to treat the bishops and abbots as 
royal administrative officials. This policy of controlling Germany 
through family alliances and the Church was fairly successful during 
Otto’s lifetime; royal power increased and the growth of ducal authority 
was definitely arrested. Yet the system was hardly adapted to the perma- 
nent maintenance of a strong kingship. There was no loyalty to the state 
or to the monarchy ; the only ties which counted were religious and 
personal. Neither of these could be relied on over a long period; the 
Church was apt to pursue an independent policy, while the bonds of 
kinship could not bear much strain. Even in Otto’s lifetime his son and 
son-in-law, the dukes of Swabia and Lorraine, rebelled, and the passage 
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of one or two generations made the degrees of relationslup too remote to 
be of much help. 

Whatever the inherent weaknesses of his internal policies, Otto was 
the strongest ruler in the West. He was able to dominate roest of the 
countries on his frontiers and to extend German power in central 
Europe. His foreign policy became a model for most of his successors. 
His basic ideas seem to have been tl) to keep France weak, but to seek 
no additional territory in the West; {2) to encourage his subordinates 
to conquer and settle Slatic territoty in the East : and to concentrate 
his own energt' on gaining and keeping control of Italy. He was emi- 
nently succe^ful in all these policies, and his success greatly influenced 
the later history of Europe. 

In dealing with France. Otto had the advantage of being the brother- 
in-law both of the Carolingian king and of the head of the rival Rolvrtian 
family. He was frequently asked to intervene in the quarrels between 
the two and used his power to keep either side from gaining a decisive 
victory. Thus France was kept weak and di\ tded. and the desfX'rate 
efforts of the last Carolingians to restore their authority were blocked. 
This meant that Otto’s western lands, and especially the recently ac- 
quired duchy of Lorraine, were safe. More than this he did not want. 

In the East, Otto bad to meet for the last time the menace of a Hun- 
garian invasion. He broke the Magj’ar forces on the Lechfeld in 955. a 
defeat which so discouraged them that they made no further raids on 
Germany. The Slavs beyond the Elbe were also troublesome, and Otto 
made several expeditions against them. On the whole, however, he could 
leave the eastern frontier to his representatives in Saxony, Herman 
Biliung and Gero. These men kept up the steady pressure which was 
necessary to push back the Slavs, without letting themselves be dis- 
couraged by the difficulties of guerilla warfare. Thanks to their efforts, 
the region between Elbe and Oder became more and more German. Otto 
aided the work of Germanization by securing the foundation of new 
bishoprics in the occupied territorj’, once more showing how he hoped 
to use the Church to aid his political plans. 

This need for the support of the Church may explain why Otto concen- 
trated his efforts on the conquest of Italy during the last years of his 
reign. He had control of the German church ; his brother was archbishop 
of Cologne, and one of his sons became archbishop of Mainz. But the 
German church was closely connected to Rome, thanks to the work of 
St. Boniface, and no one could be sure that the Roman popes would 
always be as weak as they were in the first half of the tenth century. If 
the German kingdom could exist only with the aid of the Church, then 
it was wise for the German king to control the head of the Church. The 
mere desire for w’ealth and territory is hardly enough to explain Otto’s 
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repeated intervention in Italy, or the fact that he spent ten of the last 
twelve years of his reign there. 

Otto’s connection with Italy began when Adelaide, widow of one 
of the shadowy Italian kings, appealed to him for help against the new 
king, who was trying to force her into marriage with his son. Otto made 
a triumphant expedition to Italy and rescued and married the queen in 
951. He was unable to establish his authority at this time, owing to the 
rebellion of his son in Germany, but he had shown his willingness to 
intervene in the tangled affairs of the peninsula. His victory over the 
Hungarians, who had been as great a scourge to Italy as to Germany, 
increased his prestige with the Italians. Both the pope and the nominal 
king were weak, corrupt, and unable to keep any order in the country, 
and a new appeal for aid was sent to Otto in 960. He was quite ready 
to act and in 961 entered Italy, where he was recognized as king by 
most of the magnates. He proceeded to Rome, where he was crowned 
emperor on February 2, 962. After the coronation, Otto renewed and 
expanded the donations of Pippin and Charlemagne, but at the same 
time he Insisted that future popes must be approved by the emperor be- 
fore they could be consecrated. He acted almost immediately to show 
that imperial control of the papacy was to be more than a mere form. 
The reigning pope, John XII, was generally disliked ; as an eminent 
English historian has said, “no gleam of competence redeemed his de- 
bauchery.” ^ Otto was not greatly shocked by the pope’s dissolute life, 
but he was annoyed when John began to negotiate with his enemies. He 
summoned a synod at Rome to try the pope on charges of murder, 
perjury, robbery and other grave crimes. This was an action of more 
than doubtful legality. But Otto was strong and John was unpopular, 
so the synod deposed the pope and elected a man who was better dis- 
posed to the emperor. This set a precedent, and during the next hundred 
years the popes were often selected by the emperors, in spite of repeated 
protests by the people of Rome. 

Otto had revived the Empire again and his act was almost as signifi- 
cant as the first renewal under Charlemagne. It had been almost a cen- 
tury since an emperor had had any real power, and there had not even 
been titular emperors after 924. Otto claimed to be the successor of 
Augustus, Constantine, and Charles the Great, but in reality his empire 
was very different from any which had gone before. The name by which 
it was later known, “the Roman Empire of the German Nation,” was 
very fitting, because it was really the union of the Roman imperial title 
with the German kingship. It included only Germany and two-thirds of 
Italy ; it was neither as Roman nor as European as Charles’ empire had 

' Previti-Orton in Cambridge Medieval History, III, 161 . 
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been. Like Charles' empire it was based on an alliance of Church and 
state, but the union was no longer as perfect as it had been, for the 
interests of the two partners no longer seemed identical. Otto had no 
interest in the morals of his subjects; he thought of the Church as a 
political force which he must control. The popes no longer believed that 
they must follow the emperor’s wishes in order to preserve Christianity ; 
they felt quite capable of forming their own political plans. On the 
whole, the Ottonian empire was weaker and less well organized than 
the Carolingian ; it was even more dependent upon the personality of the 
ruler. 

Yet with all its weaknesses, the revived Empire bore the great name 
of Rome and men’s imaginations still kindled at the sound. Long after 
the failure of Otto’s policy was apparent, German rulers stubbornly 
refused to admit that it was wrong. It seemed essential to have political 
as well as religious unity in Christendom. How could men act as Chris- 
tians if they were divided by the quarrels of petty states? It is easy 
enough to show the disasters caused by these beliefs ; neither Germany 
nor Italy could become a strong, united nation as long as they were 
linked together by the tenuous, yet unbreakable idea of the Empire. 
German emperors wasted their energy in expeditions to Italy, instead 
of building a strong kingdom in their own land. Italy could not develop 
a national life of its own because of constant intervention by the 
German ruler. Both countries fell behind the more nationalistic and 
better organized states of the West, and Europe has been severely shaken 
by their frantic efforts to catch up with the procession. But looking at 
the matter from the viewpoint of the tenth century, it is hard to see how 
Otto could have acted otherwise. No one could then have understood 
that the development of nationalism was the chief end of man. Most 
rulers would have done what Otto did, if they had had the power. Every 
lay ruler needed the support of the Church to govern and would have 
been glad to get the support of the head of the Church. Otto’s policies 
worked well for over a century, and few statesmen have seen much 
farther ahead than that. 

Otto spent the last years of his life in extending his control over 
Italy. He followed the same policy there which he had applied in Ger- 
many — the policy of giving political power to the Church in order to 
counterbalance the strength of secular lords. Most of the North Italian 
bishops were given control of their cities and the surrounding territories, 
with the understanding that they wmuld use these resources to support 
the emperor. The Church supplied Otto with the officials, the money, 
and the troops which he lacked, and thus disguised the fact that the 
empire had no central institutions, no bureaucracy and no adequate 
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financial resources. In Italy, as in Germany, the support of the Church 
made it possible for Otto to control the higher nobility and to preserve 
the fiction that they were public officials, subject to the ruler. 

Otto was succeeded by his son Otto II (973-983). In spite of the fact 
that the new emperor was the son of the Italian Queen Adelaide, and the 
husband of the Byzantine princess Theophano, he did not allow these 
Mediterranean connections to distract him from his work in Germany. 
He had to face the usual rebellion of the dukes, even though most of 
them were his relatives, and in suppressing it he inaugurated a new policy 
which was to end their power. The center of rebellion had been Bavaria, 
and Otto II tried to weaken the hostile duchy by giving large portions 
of it to his adherents. The southeastern section which controlled the 
approaches to Italy was made the duchy of Carinthia, and the eastern 
region, bordering on Hungary, became the East Mark or Austria. At the 
same time he regained control of Church appointments in Bavaria and 
greatly increased the territories of Bavarian bishops. This policy of 
weakening the dukes by setting up rival authorities in their duchies was 
followed by later emperors and was completely successful as far as its 
immediate objective was concerned. Yet it did not end the opposition 
of the nobles, and it made permanently impossible the formation of 
large states within the Empire. 

After settling the affairs of Bavaria, Otto II felt strong enough to 
turn to Italy. In a rash attempt to conquer the southern third of the 
peninsula he suffered a disastrous defeat in 982. Disappointed and 
weakened by disease, he died in the following year, leaving a three-year- 
old son as his heir. 

Otto the Great had established his family so firmly on the throne 
that his grandson, Otto III (983-1002), was recognized as king of Ger- 
many and Italy without serious opposition, even though the Germans 
had an understandable prejudice against kings who were minors. A' 
further break with custom was made when the boy’s mother, the Byzan- 
tine princess Theophano, was accepted as regent. She was an able and 
learned woman, but she had little respect for Germans and filled her 
son’s head full of Byzantine ideas of imperial power. Young Otto 
learned Greek and Latin and prided himself on his Greek subtlety, in 
comparison with the barbarism of the Germans. He had as his tutor 
Gerberl,’ the most learned man in the West, and he soon became known 
as the “wonder of the world” because of his wide learning and great 
ambitions. With this training it is not surprising that he concentrated 
on the Roman rather than the German aspect of his Empire. His 
great ideal was his predecessor Charlemagne, and one chronicler reports 
that in the year 1000 he solemnly opened the tomb of the great emperor 

^ See below, pp. 164-166. 
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and took from his finger a ring which he wore until his death. Otto the 
Great’s imitation of Charlemagne may have been unconscious, but 
Otto III seems to have imitated him deliberately. 

As might have been expected, Otto III, dazzled by the past, was not 
very successful in seeing the present clearly. He proudly bore the titles 
of Italicus, Saxonkus, Roinanus, and servus Apostolorum, servus J. 
Christi, the first group in imitation of the pagan emperors and the sec- 
ond in imitation of his Frankish predecessors. But these titles had little 
connection with reality. In Germany the nobles increased their power 
and continued the slow work of building up feudal relationships which 
escaped imperial control. Even worse was a resurgence of Slavic power 
which undid much of the work which had been accomplished on the 
eastern frontier in the time of Otto the Great. Poland and Bohemia had 
accepted Christianity and had gained some degree of political organiza- 
tion. Thus the religious excuse for attacking these Slavic peoples was 
gone, and at the same time their military power increased. The Germans 
never succeeded in conquering Poland, and Bohemia accepted the status 
of a vassal kingdom only after repeated wars which lasted well into the 
eleventh century. The immediate result of the Slavic resurgence was a 
rebellion of the Slavs in the lands between Elbe and Oder. They were 
assisted by the Poles and profited by the absences of Otto II and Otto 
III in Italy. As a result, the Germans lost for a century more than half 
of the territory which they had earlier gained in the East. These losses 
in Germany were not compensated for by an increase of imperial power 
in Italy. The Italians did not like Otto III, even though he sacrificed 
his health by living in Rome. In the last year of his reign they were plot- 
ting against him, and at his death there was a rebellion against German 
domination. 

Only in his relations with the papacy did the young emperor have 
complete success. His father and grandfather had allowed the papacy 
to remain in the hands of the Romans, even though they insisted that 
the pope swear allegiance to the emperor. This practice had given bad 
results ; the Romans were fundamentally opposed to outside control and 
several popes proved unfriendly to the Empire. During the minority of 
Otto III the Roman nobles tried to regain their old control of the papacy. 
Almost as soon as he came of age, Otto III tried to end these difficulties 
by securing the election of men who were not Romans or even Italians. 
First he had his cousin Bruno elevated to the papacy as Gregory V, and 
on Gregory’s death he replaced him with his old tutor Gerbert. Gerbert 
took the title of Sylvester II and during his brief pontificate the medieval 
ideal of harmonious cooperation between pope and emperor w'as close to 
being a reality. Otto’s selection of German and French popes not only 
strengthened his position as emperor, but also had important results 
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in the history of the papacy. For two hundred and fifty years there had 
been only two popes who were not born in Rome or the immediate 
vicinity but from this time on popes were chosen from all parts of the 
Christian world. The change emphasized the universal character of the 
papacy and freed it from the evil influence of the Roman nobles. It is 
true that when Otto and Sylvester died the old conditions returned, and 
the papacy again became the prey of local factions. But the precedent 
was not forgotten and the next powerful German ruler followed the ex- 
ample of Otto III and secured a real reform in the Roman Church. 

When Otto III died in 1002 “it seemed as if the life-work of his grand- 
father Otto the Great had been completely undone.” ‘ A rebellion broke 
out in Italy, and the German nobles revived their old claim to elect their 
king. Yet the Saxon house still kept some of its prestige, for the suc- 
cessful candidate, Henry of Bavaria, was a direct descendant of the 
first Otto. And Henry II (1002-1024), while weak physically and un- 
fortunate in warfare, had the intelligence and persistence which marked 
the abler members of his family. He had the usual difficulties — a rebel- 
lion in the early years of his reign, opposition to German rule in Italy, 
wars with the Slavs on his eastern frontier — but by careful diplomacy 
and by keeping steady pressure on his enemies he succeeded in restoring 
the Empire and in regaining much of the power which had been lost 
during the reign of Otto III. He reconquered Italy, regained a little 
territory from the Slavs, and kept some degree of control over the nobles 
of Germany. Like all his family, he depended upon the aid of the Church 
in carrying out his policies, and like all his family, he tried to strengthen 
the Church by giving it generous grants of land and offices. Vacant 
counties were regularly given to churchmen, and bishops and abbots who 
did not receive counties were freed from the control of the nobles. Yet 
Henry II did not look on the Church merely as a political tool ; he was 
sincerely interested in its welfare. As we shall see later, a great move- 
ment for reform in the Church had begun in certain monasteries in the 
late tenth century. Henry encouraged this movement, thus unwittingly 
preparing the way for the destruction of the Empire. Neither he nor 
the reformers foresaw that a reformed Church would be bound to break 
with the emperor because it could not reconcile its spiritual ideals with 
the political duties imposed on it under the Ottonian system. 

Henry II left no direct heir when he died in 1024, and once again the 
nobles chose a descendant of the Saxon family as king. This time they 
selected Conrad of Franconia, who was related to the Ottos only in the 
female line, and whose policy was very different from that of his prede- 
cessors. Feudalism had been growing for several generations in Ger- 
many, but even in 1024 it was still far from being complete. Many men 

' E. H. Holthouse. in Camhridee Medieval Historv. 111. 21S. 
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and lands were not included in feudal relationships, and the hereditary 
quality of offices and fiefs was not fully established. This was due in 
part to the survival of tribal ideas among the Germans, and in part to 
the strength of the Saxon rulers, w'ho had insisted on their authority in 
all parts of the realm, and on their right to disregard hereditary claims 
in bestowing duchies and counties. Conrad II (1024-1039) seems to 
have sought deliberately to strengthen hereditary titles to offices and 
fiefs, especially among the lesser nobility. Perhaps this was due to the 
fact that his own immediate ancestors had lost important rights which 
they would have inherited under strict feudal law, or perhaps Conrad 
was worried by the dependence of the government upon Church support 
and was seeking new allies. He seems to have distrusted churchmen, 
and he certainly found the lesser nobles very useful in suppressing the 
inevitable rebellions of the first years of his reign. When order was 
restored, Conrad tried to make the lesser nobles an official class of he- 
reditary servants of the crown. This enabled him to dispense, to a great 
extent, with the services of churchmen in his administration, though he 
still kept close control over appointments to high ecclesiastical offices. 
He still further w’eakened the bishops by favoring the exemption of 
monasteries from their control, thus reversing another policy of Henry 
II, By balancing laymen against churchmen, lesser nobles against the 
greater, and abbots against bishops, Conrad secured a high degree of 
peace and order in his country. But his power was based on a precarious 
equilibrium of forces which he did not fully control. If the bishops should 
unite with the abbots, or the lesser nobles w’ith the magnates, it would 
be evident that the king had little powder of his own. All local government 
and most of the resources of the kingdom were in the hands of church- 
men or nobles ; there w'ere almost no institutions of central government, 
and everything depended upon the king’s ability to keep a certain pro- 
portion of great men on his side. 

Conrad maintained a loose control over Italy, as Henry II had done, 
and gained some successes over the eastern Slavs, but his real contribu- 
tion in foreign affairs was the acquisition of the kingdom of Burgundy. 
This fragment of the old middle kingdom included western Switzerland 
and the lands between the Rhone and the .A.lps. It had suffered severely 
from the disintegrating tendencies of feudalism, and the kings of Bur- 
gundy had lost power steadily. The only important act in the reign of 
Rudolph III, the last of the line, was bis decision to leave his title to 
Conrad. Conrad’s claim was challenged by distant relatives of the Bur- 
gundian king, but he succeeded in taking possession of his new realm in 
1033. However, both Conrad and his successors had so much else to do 
that they were never able to restore royal authority in the disorganized 
kingdom. The one advantage which the German kings gained from the 
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possession of Burgundy was the control of the western passes into Italy. 

Some writers have claimed that the medieval German Empire 
reached its height in the reign of Henry III (1039-1056), the son of 
Conrad II. Certainly Henry was an able and successful ruler, but the 
inherent weakness of the Empire became even more apparent during his 
reign. He had endless difficulties with the magnates, especially in the 
border region of Lorraine, where every subordinate noble tried to set 
himself up as an independent ruler. He had to establish new ducal fami- 
lies in the duchies which were in his hands in order to preserve any 
degree of order. By repeated military expeditions he was able to main- 
tain the old policy of eastern expansion and to force the rulers of Poland, 
Bohemia, and Hungary to become vassals of the Empire, but of the 
three, only the duke of Bohemia was really loyal to him. Henry suc- 
ceeded in gaining the support of the Church by assisting the reformers, 
but in so doing he strengthened the Church so that it was soon able to 
declare its independence of the Empire. Moreover, in carrying out his 
ecclesiastical policy Henry once more involved Germany deeply in the 
affairs of Italy. 

Henry II and Conrad II had made expeditions to Italy and had exer- 
cised a loose supervision over Italian affairs, especially in the northern 
plain. Conrad had gained the support of the lesser nobles in Italy as 
in Germany, by recognizing the hereditary quality of their fiefs. But 
neither Henry nor Conrad had tried to maintain the policy of Otto III 
toward the papacy. As a result, the leaders of the Roman nobility had 
regained their control over papal elections. When Henry III became 
king, the counts of Tusculum, descended from Marozia and Theodora, 
controlled both the city and the papacy. Three popes had been chosen 
from this family and, while the first had been an able and honest re- 
former, the reigning pope, Benedict IX, was noted for his vicious con- 
duct. A later pope, Victor III (1086-1087), said that robbery and mur- 
der were among the least of his crimes. In the winter of 1044-1045 the 
people of Rome drove Benedict from the city and elected a new pope, 
Sylvester III. Benedict was soon restored by his supporters, but as he 
was in constant danger, he sold the papal office to a member of the re- 
forming party who took the name of Gregory VI. It is eloquent of the 
distress of the Church that a reformer should take this desperate step, 
and that other reformers should openly rejoice at the act. But Benedict 
soon attempted to regain his position and Sylvester still claimed to be 
the rightful pope, so that in 1046 Rome was divided among the three 
rivals. 

Such a state of affairs was intolerable, and Henry III was summoned 
to Italy to straighten out matters. He accepted gladly, not only because 
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he wanted to revive all the rights of the Empire, but also because he 
was sincerely interested in reform of the Church. Some historians have 
blamed Henry for his support of the reformers, claiming that it was 
evident from the beginning that they wished to free the Church from 
all lay control. This is not entirely fair criticism. Henry, unlike Conrad, 
was anxious to secure the aid of the Church for his government, and 
the reforming party was already so strong that a lay ruler who opposed 
it would have lost the support of leading churchmen. Moreover, the re- 
formers were not at first hostile to cooperation with secular rulers. They 
were interested primarily in restoring monastic discipline, in preventing 
the purchase or inheritance of church offices, and in purging the clergy 
of its evil members. This was a program designed to improve the char- 
acter of churchmen rather than one directed against the emperor. It 
might injure feudal lords who had been filling the Church with worldly 
and corrupt men, but it could easily be advantageous to Henry. He 
needed able men in important ecclesiastical offices if he was to run his 
government through bishops and abbots. On the other hand, it is true 
that by the middle of Henry’s reign, the leaders of the German clergy 
were beginning to show unusual independence and were insisting that 
the emperor should not interfere in purely ecclesiastical affairs. 

In his own lifetime, however, Henry’s policy seemed reasonably suc- 
cessful. He crossed the Alps in 1046 with an army composed largely of 
troops furnished by the German church. At Pavia he gained the good 
will of the reformers by holding a synod in which the practice of simony ‘ 
was condemned. Henry bound himself to enforce this rule in his own 
dominions, and thereby deprived the crown of a considerable revenue, 
since bishops and other high officials had been expected to pay for their 
nominations. From Pavia, Henry moved to Sutri, where a council was 
held to settle the disputed title to the papacy. Gregory and Sylvester 
appeared, admitted that they were guilty of simony, and were deposed. 
Benedict, who refused to attend, was deposed by a council held at Rome 
a little later. Henry then succeeded in getting the Roman nobles to dele- 
gate to him their power of nominating the pope. He selected a German 
bishop, and on Christmas Day had him consecrated as Clement II. The 
new pope immediately crowned Henry emperor. But when Clement 
died ten months later, the deposed Benedict IX was able to force his 
w’ay into Rome and to take over the papacy. He was driven out the next 
year, and Henry selected a second German pope w’ho died almost as soon 
as he had assumed office. Henry’s third choice was the bishop of Toul, 
who w’as an ardent member of the reforming party and who accepted the 

^ Simony was the act of buying or selling sacred offices or prerogatives. It takes 
its name from Simon Magus. See Acts 8. 
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nomination only on condition that it be approved by the clergy and 
people of Rome. When he reached the city in 1049 he was favorably re- 
ceived and became Pope Leo IX. 

Leo was determined to reform the Church and especially to root out 
simony and marriage of the clergy. To do this it was necessary to re- 
establish the authority of the pope north of the Alps, where it had been 
almost forgotten during the disorders of the tenth century. One of Leo’s 
first acts was to hold a great council at Rheims to discuss the problems 
of reform. This annoyed the French king, since the pope had not asked 
his permission to hold the council in his lands, and he tried to prevent 
French bishops and abbots from attending by summoning them to a 
feudal levy. This put them in a difficult position ; they must either break 
their obligations as vassals or fail in their duty as churchmen. About 
one-third of the French bishops and abbots attended the council ; those 
who failed to come were excommunicated by the pope. Then Leo took up 
cases of simony and other crimes and discovered that several high officers 
of the Church were accused of very serious offenses. Leo did not go to 
extremes, but adjourned all the cases to his own court at Rome. Thus he 
restored the ties between Rome and the North without forcing his oppo- 
nents into desperate resistance. 

Leo was greatly aided by Henry III, with whom he worked apparently 
in complete concord. But many of the pope’s supporters felt that the 
clergy must be freed from all lay domination if the Church was to be 
really reformed. Leo died in 10S4 and Henry in 1056, before the issue 
became acute, but it is doubtful that these able men, even if they had 
lived longer, could have avoided the conflict which was rising. Henry III 
had completed the work of the Ottos ; he had definitely freed the papacy 
from the mire of Roman politics. The pope no longer needed the aid of 
the German king and could be more independent. Leo IX had completed 
the work of Gregory the Great and Nicholas ; the pope was now really 
head of the Church, in administration as well as in doctrine. Church- 
men were now to devote their energies to serving the pope rather than 
the emperor. These changes undermined the whole structure of the Em- 
pire and were bound to cause trouble. 

On the whole, the revived Empire of the Ottos had passed the period 
of its greatest usefulness by 1056. It was not one of the institutions 
which created the new civilization of Europe ; its chief service was to 
preserve the old civilization during a period of disorder. It was based 
on the ideas of the Carolingian Empire — ideas which were out of date 
by the eleventh century. Like Charlemagne, the German emperors con- 
sidered feudalism a purely private arrangement among their subjects, 
instead of a rival type of government. Like Charlemagne, they felt that 
they could control the magnates through their own personal authority, 
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without an army or a civil service of their own. Like Charlemagne, they 
based their government on the resources and the personnel of the Church 
and tried to identify faith in Christianity with loyalty to the Empire. As 
a result the revived Empire had only one bond of unity and one institu- 
tion of central government — the person of the emperor. There were no 
central courts and professional officials to supervise the work of local 
government ; there were few political or economic activities which made 
one part of the Empire dependent on another. The personality of the 
emperor determined the strength of the Empire ; the energy of the em- 
peror determined the degree of activity of his government. But the 
Empire was too large, too disunited in language, race, and economic 
interests to be held together by loyalty to one man. These inherent 
weaknesses were disguised for a while by the extraordinary energy and 
ability of the rulers ; they did so well with their limited resources that 
they failed to realize the need for increasing them. It may even be argued 
that it was a misfortune for Germany that her rulers from 919 to 1056 
were so able, since their remarkable feat of preserving the old system 
of government stunted the growth of new forms which might have been 
better adapted to medieval conditions. In any case, the German Empire 
had done important work in the tenth and eleventh centuries. It had 
held back the Slavs and Hungarians and had begun the process of con- 
verting them to Western civilization. It had repeatedly saved the papacy 
from becoming the property of the petty barons of Rome. In spite of its 
demands on the clergy, it had kept the German Church at a higher level 
of learning and morality than that of any other European country. And 
by saving the papacy and the German Church it had preserved the most 
vital elements of earlier civilizations. All this it had done, but it could 
not adjust itself to the new conditions of the late eleventh century. After 
1056 the Empire began to decline and, in spite of brilliant rulers and 
momentary revivals, the decline could not be permanently halted. After 
1056 the Empire is no longer the central fact in European history. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE REVIVAL OF WESTERN CIVILIZATION 


B y the eleventh century western Europe had survived its 
greatest dangers. It had been plundered, but not conquered, 
by the Northmen, Saracens, and Magyars. The collapse of 
political authority had ended with the establishment of feu- 
dalism, which, lawless as it was, was far from being a system of pure 
anarchy. But in order to survive, Europe had had to abandon everything 
except the essentials of life. Political organizations did little but assure 
defense; economic organizations did little but assure subsistence. It 
seemed as though civilization could be rebuilt in Europe only by cen- 
turies of slow and painful effort. Strangely enough, it took less time to 
rebuild than it had to destroy. By IISO a great renaissance, the truest 
renaissance Europe has ever known, was in full swing. Political and 
economic organizations were being reconstructed on a large scale ; art, 
literature, and learning were flourishing. In another hundred years me- 
dieval civilization had reached its height, and had surpassed in many 
ways the Roman civilization which had collapsed so many centuries ago. 

The reason for this rapid revival of Western civilization is one of the 
great problems of history, a problem which in many ways is more diffi- 
cult to solve than that of the fall of Rome. It is easy enough to see weak- 
nesses in an advanced and complicated civilization, even though histo- 
rians may be unable to agree as to which was the fundamental cause of 
the final collapse. But it is extraordinarily diflicult to find the seeds of 
future greatness in a primitive civilization which seems barely able to 
exist. In what ways was Europe of the eleventh century different from 
Europe of the seventh and eighth centuries, when the most that could 
be hoped for was to arrest the decline of civilization? What were the 
hidden forces which made the great work of reconstruction possible ? 

Some of the causes of the revival were primarily negative. The grad- 
ual ending of the invasions relieved both the mental strain and the 
physical wastage caused by the destruction of life and property. If 
Europe had hit rock-bottom in political and economic organization at 
least it could sink no lower ; if things could not get worse they might get 
better. Now that there was little left to destroy, almost any activity had 
to be constructive ; even the strife of belligerent feudal lords could create 
only larger and stronger political units. The storms of the tenth century 
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had leveled the last ruins of Roman civilization ; the ground was cleared 
and ready for rebuilding. 

But the removal of some of the old obstacles did not mean that civ- 
ilization would spring up aulomaticallv’. It was the conscious effort of 
thousands of men which caused the revival of the eleventh century. 
Their activity manifested itself in many fields, and each man's work 
strengthened his fellow’s so that it is impossible to say that any one 
movement was the cause of the revival. We can sum up this activitv' 
tuider the heads of the religious revival, the political revival, and the 
economic revival. But we must remember that these are not exclusive 
categories. The religious revival aided the political revival by inspiring 
respect for law and desire for peace, but the religious revival would have 
been impossible without the aid of secular rulers. In the same way the 
economic revival benefited from the greater security preached by the 
Church and secured by the governments, while it helped to produce 
that security by giving Church and state new sources of power. It may 
be argued that no advance was possible in political or economic life 
until the Church had softened the hearts of the people of Europe. It may 
be argued that no religious or economic revival was possible until kings 
and feudal lords had secured a minimum degree of security for life and 
property. It may be argued that religious and secular rulers were power- 
less until increased economic activity had produced the surplus of men 
and goods which made possible advances in other fields. But the safest 
course is to admit that all three movements were going on simultaneously, 
and that no one of them was the cause of the other two. 


1. The Religious Revival 

In discussing the Roman Empire of the German Nation, we mentioned 
briefly a reform movement in the Church which was becoming very 
powerful by the middle of the eleventh century. The roots of this move- 
ment go back into the tenth century, to the period when the Church, 
like all other organizations, seemed to be disintegrating. As we saw, the 
tenth century Church was becoming feudalized, and many members of 
the clergy sought only wealth and power. Yet the ideals of the Church 
were never completely forgotten and many men protested against the 
condition into which it had fallen. These protests were especially fre- 
quent in the monasteries, which, on the whole, attracted a better type 
of men than those to be found in the secular clergy. Ordinary monks did 
not have much chance of reaching high positions in the Church, and so 
merely ambitious men shunned the monasteries, ht the same time the 
old belief that monasticism was the highest form of Christian life per- 
sisted, and humane and pious men were drawn to the monasteries. Thus 
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it is not surprising that the tenth century movement for reforming the 
Church should have begun in the monasteries rather than among the 
secular clergy. This reform movement started almost simultaneously 
in many widely separated districts. However, the monastery of Cluny 
in Burgundy soon became the most important center of reform, thanks 
to its central location and remarkable organization. A study of Cluny 
will illustrate many of the characteristics of the movement. 

Cluny was founded in 910 by William, duke of Aquitaine. Like many 
intelligent laymen of his day, he recognized the chief reasons for the 
corruption of the Church, and he took great pains to free his monastery 
from evil influences by subjecting it directly to the pope. Neither neigh- 
boring feudal lords, nor the almost equally feudalized bishops of Bur- 
gundy could intervene in its affairs. Cluny was fortunate, not only in 
its founder, but also in its first abbots. They combined personal sanctity 
with remarkable administrative ability and were more influential than 
many of the popes of the tenth and early eleventh century. Their first 
step was to adopt an interpretation of the Benedictine rule which de- 
creased the emphasis on manual labor and physical hardships, and al- 
lowed more time for intellectual and religious activity. At the same time 
they insisted on strict discipline and high moral standards. Cluny soon 
became known as a model monastery, and monks of Cluny were called 
in, often by lay rulers, to reform other houses. They naturally remained 
in close touch with their old home, and the abbots of Cluny took advan- 
tage of this tendency to create a new ecclesiastical organization, the 
monastic “congregation.” The weakness of other reform movements was 
their dependence on individuals and their lack of coherence. Each mon- 
astery had been treated as a separate unit; when the reforming abbot 
died or was called to another establishment his work often collapsed. 
Cluny, however, annexed the monasteries which it reformed ; their abbots 
became simple priors, appointed by the abbot of Cluny and subject to 
his orders. Periodic assemblies were held at which the affairs of the con- 
gregation were discussed ; between the meetings, the abbot traveled 
about Europe inspecting the houses of his order. Scores of monasteries 
joined the congregation of Cluny, either voluntarily, or under pressure 
from lay rulers who were well disposed to the reform. Many new mon- 
asteries were founded by monks of Cluny with the aid of pious laymen. 
These Cluniac priories were not confined to France; they were to be 
found in England, Germany, Spain and Italy as well. At the height of 
its power, Cluny is said to have had over 200 subordinate houses. It is 
obvious that this great organization offered a remarkable opportunity 
for the spread of new ideas through Europe. The influence of Cluny in 
such incidental matters as architecture and literature can be traced all 
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over the continent; how much greater, then, must its influence have 
been in its chief objective, the reform of the Church. 

Cluny, of course, concentrated on the reform of monasteries rather 
than on the reform of the secular clergy. The chief interest of the abbots 
of Cluny was in restoring monastic life to its old standards and in making 
monks an example of Christian living to all the faithful. But the reform 
of one branch of the clergy could hardly fail to influence the other, and 
many of the ideals of Cluny applied as well to bishops and priests as to 
monks. Thus in the eleventh century many religious leaders, stimulated 
by the example of Cluny and other reformed monasteries, began to con- 
centrate on the problem of the secular clergy. 

The chief difficulty with the secular clergy was feudal and family 
influence. Powerful feudal lords named bishops, lesser lords named 
priests, and such appointments were either sold to the highest bidder, 
or were given to relatives and friends as a sort of pension. In either case 
the clergyman was not apt to pay much attention to his religious duties. 
Sometimes the bishop himself was a powerful feudal lord and then he 
tried to keep his bishopric in his family and to acquire other benefices 
for his retainers. Many parish priests were married and endeavored to 
pass their churches on to their sons. Thus church offices were treated as 
private property, and it seemed impossible for the secular clergy to 
function properly until these conditions were changed. 

The reformers attacked these evils vigorously. The sale of church 
offices was denounced as simony, and the most radical leaders soon ex- 
tended this term to cover all appointments by laymen, even if no actual 
payment were made. The marriage of the clergy was condemned, and 
eventually it was ruled that all marriages of priests were invalid. The 
reformers won a great victory when the intervention of Henry III gave 
them control of the papacy, and by the end of the eleventh century they 
had gained many of their objectives. The worst forms of lay interference 
with church appointments were abolished ; open buying and selling of 
church offices almost ceased. The danger that bishoprics would become 
hereditary fiefs was averted. The veto on the marriage of the clergy was 
successfully enforced, and sons of clergymen found it almost impossible 
to obtain positions in the Church. It is true that in spite of the bitter 
conflicts of the investiture struggle ‘ the reformers found it impossible 
to deprive the more powerful lay rulers of all influence over appoint- 
ments, but at least that influence could no longer be exercised in a totally 
irresponsible way. Moreover, the great increase in papal power under 
Leo IX and his successors made it possible for the popes to control 
bishops named by lay rulers in a way which had been impossible in the 

^ See below, chap. VIII. 
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tenth century. The victory of the reformers was not complete, but they 
had made the Church more united and more powerful than it had ever 
been before. Feudal lords and kings still annoyed the Church, but they 
could no longer use it for their own purposes. Worldly bishops and in- 
continent priests still existed, but the clergy in general were respected 
by laymen. The Church, by 1100, had more influence than it had ever 
possessed in Europe. It was better organized than it had ever been, 
and there was no universal monarch, such as Constantine or Char- 
lemagne, to control it. The Church was now free to pursue its own ob- 
jectives, and its policies were sure to make a deep impression on all 
Europe. What influence did the Church have on the development of a 
new civilization ? 

In the first place, a popular religious revival followed the ecclesiastical 
one. The reformers had to appeal to laymen to gain their objectives, and 
in the process they greatly stimulated religious feeling. This popular 
revival did not reach its height until the twelfth century, but even in the 
eleventh century it had important results. There was a deeper emo- 
tional response to the exhortations of religious leaders than there had 
been before ; men began to make a real effort to practise the Christian 
virtues. One of the most notable examples of this was the development 
of two closely related movements — the Peace of God and the Truce of 
God. The Church had always preached against violence ; now it began 
to do something about it. Associations to keep the peace were formed 
under the leadership of bishops. These associations, composed of all the 
men of a given district, levied regular assessments on their members and 
used the money to provide armed protection against evil-doers. This was 
fairly effective in suppressing bandits and restraining the violence of 
minor feudal lords, but the peace associations could not prevent the 
great barons from waging private war. They did attempt, with some 
success, to humanize warfare by forbidding attacks on peasants, mer- 
chants, and other non-combatants and by denouncing the destruction 
of crops and unfortified houses. The Truce of God was a less successful 
attempt to lessen the evils of warfare by forbidding fighting on certain 
days and in certain seasons which were especially holy. If it had been 
observed, the open season for warfare would have been limited to about 
eighty days. However, there is no evidence that it was ever taken very 
seriously and it had no permanent effect on lay society. The Peace of 
God, on the other hand, had an important influence on the development 
of secular government. In central France, which was the classic region 
of feudal anarchy, the Peace retained its original cooperative form until 
the end of the thirteenth century. Elsewhere the movement was taken 
over by kings and great feudal lords who were delighted to have an 
excuse to exercise their authority over unruly subordinates. Some schol- 
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ars have claimed that the basic idea of punishing all breaches of the 
peace as offenses against the supreme political authority came solely 
from the Church. Others have thought that lay rulers developed the 
idea independently from early Germanic customs. But even in the latter 
case the support of the Church must have been of great assistance in 
imposing such a revolutionary idea upon people who were suspicious of 
all centralizing tendencies. And in general it may be said that the Church 
aided rulers who were trying to establish orderly governments and to 
suppress feudal violence. 

The improvement in the lot of the common man, which began at this 
time, was probably due more to economic conditions than to the teach- 
ings of the Church. It is true that the Church suggested that freeing 
serfs was a pious work, but the gift of serfs to monasteries was equally 
acceptable. And while the Church reproved lords who fleeced their serfs 
and agricultural tenants, bishops and abbots never hesitated to exact 
their strict due from their subjects. The Church did contribute the idea 
of a written document which would define the duties of unfree or semi- 
free tenants and so save them from unlimited exactions. And the Church 
did preach the dignity of labor, the idea that a man of any condition may 
serve God by doing his work well. It is true that scorn for manual labor 
persisted through the middle ages, and yet the medieval attitude toward 
labor marks a great advance over that of the Romans. Slavery became 
almost extinct ; the number of serfs was greatly reduced, and medieval 
men showed an interest in labor-saving devices which was unknown in 
Greece and Rome. Respect for labor, imperfect as it still is, is one of the 
distinguishing characteristics of our civilization, and tlie Church cer- 
tainly aided in establishing it. 

Other important results of the religious revival were the Crusades, 
the beginnings of a new style of architecture, and a new interest in 
learning. The Crusades will be discussed in a later chapter, but it may 
be said here that they are the most striking evidence of the influence 
which the Church had gained. Thousands of men, from all regions of 
Europe, abandoned their homes at the call of the pope and marched 
off on one of the most hazardous undertakings that was ever planned. 
This shows how the Church had overridden all localisms and had given 
the people of Europe a set of common interests such as they had never 
before possessed. The new style of architecture was likewise a result of 
the new respect in which the Church was held. Important gifts were 
being made to the Church, especially to the reformed monasteries, and 
with this increased wealth more could be spent on church buildings. 
This was especially true of the Cluniac monks, who rivaled each other 
in building great churches, and who were less scornful of earthly beau- 
ties than might be expected of men who had renounced the world. Nat- 
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urally, with more building being done, and more resources available for 
each building, there was an advance in architecture. The technique of 
building in stone, which had been almost forgotten, was recovered, and 
many new devices were learned by experiment. The details of this archi- 
tectural revival will be discussed in a later chapter, but to show how 
important it was, even in the eleventh century, a famous passage of the 
chronicler Raoul Glaber may be cited : 

Soon after the year 1000 all over the world, and especially in Italy and 
France, people began to rebuild their churches. Most of them were well 
constructed and in no need of alterations, but all Christian countries were 
rivalling each other to see which should have the most beautiful temples. 
One would have said that the world was shaking itself and throwing off its 
old rags, to reclothe itself in a white robe of churches. 

The influences which had produced a revival in architecture also 
worked toward a new interest in learning. The reformers attacked the 
ignorance, as well as the immorality, of the clergy, and greater prosperity 
and security encouraged the growth of institutions of learning. The 
cathedral schools, which went back to the Carolingian period, flourished 
as never before. The schools of monasteries such as Cluny and Bee were 
almost as important. The work done in these schools was neither very 
original nor very profound, but this does not mean that it was unim- 
portant. The heritage of the past had to be mastered before anything 
else could be done and this was accomplished during the tenth and early 
eleventh centuries. Only when scholars were able to state, in their own 
words, the knowledge which they had received from Roman authors and 
the Church Fathers, were they ready to use that material for new pur- 
poses. Moreover, the acquisition of a thorough knowledge of Latin was 
necessary before any important intellectual work could be done. It is 
almost impossible to think without expressing the thought in words, and 
the vernacular languages at that time, and for centuries to come, were 
so limited in vocabulary and so incoherent in syntax that they could not 
be used for logical thought. Even in the age of Elizabeth, English was 
hardly adequate for scientific discussions, and the crude Romance and 
Germanic dialects of the tenth and eleventh centuries were much worse. 
Latin, on the other hand, with all its weaknesses, was a language which 
permitted precise definitions and logical sequences. Until the thirteenth 
century, no rational discussion of any problem, secular or religious, was 
possible without using Latin. The revival of science and law, as well as 
the revival of theology and philosophy, depended upon a mastery of 
Latin. 

The growth of interest in learning, and the influence of learned men, 
are well illustrated by the career of Gerbert. He was born just before 
the middle of the tenth century, the son of a poor peasant of southern 
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France. The monks of Aurillac noticed his natural ability and admitted 
him to their school where he soon distinguished himself. Some years 
later the duke of the Spanish March came to Aurillac and was induced 
by the abbot to take Gerbert back with him to Spain. There Gerbert 
spent several years acquiring the mathematical and scientific knowledge 
which was later to give him his legendary reputation as a magician. 
Then he visited Rome and attracted the interest of the pope, who recom- 
mended him to the emperor Otto I. The emperor made him a member 
of his court, but after a year Gerbert asked permission to study philos- 
ophy at Rheims. There his learning won the favor of the archbishop, who 
made him master of the cathedral school. During the next ten years 
Gerbert’s reputation increased steadily and students flocked to hear 
him. Even the emperor Otto II was interested in his work, and at one 
time arranged a debate between Gerbert and a German scholar who dis- 
agreed with him on some points of metaphysics. The debate was held in 
the presence of the emperor and his attendants, who listened all day to 
arguments which we would find rather dull. The problem was one of 
definition of philosophical terms, a sharpening of the tools of thought 
rather than the building of a new intellectual structure. Gerbert won 
the applause of the imperial court, and a little later Otto gave him the 
abbey of Bobbio. Unfortunately, he found the discipline of the monas- 
tery very lax, and much of the property dissipated. His attempts to 
restore order aroused opposition, and with the early death of Otto II, 
Gerbert lost his chief source of support. He soon found himself in such 
straits that he was forced to return to Rheims and resume his position 
as master of the schools. However, he retained his title of abbot of 
Bobbio and he remained a faithful supporter of the imperial family. 

Gerbert now devoted much of his time to politics, and worked faith- 
fully in the interests of the child Otto III. With his archbishop he helped 
to thwart French efforts to regain Lorraine during the troubled period 
of the minority. He also took part in the struggle between the last French 
Carolingians and their rivals and played an important part in securing 
the election of Hugh Capet as king. The grateful Hugh had him elected 
archbishop of Rheims. His position there, however, was not very secure, 
since his immediate predecessor had been deposed without the pope’s 
sanction. Eventually his difficulties became so great that he withdrew 
to the court of Otto III, who rewarded his past loyalty by giving him 
the archbishopric of Ravenna, and then by making him pope in 999. He 
took the name of Sylvester II, and labored to strengthen both papacy and 
Empire. He and Otto had magnificent dreams of what might be done 
by a pope and an emperor working together, but death removed both 
in a very few years — Otto in 1002, and Gerbert in 1003. A curious fatal- 
ity seized upon Gerbert’s memory ; his conduct as pope had been exem- 
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plary, but he became known in legend as a wizard, and even the more 
kindly disposed thought that he had been too devoted to secular learn- 
ing. So the name of Sylvester has been shunned by later popes, with the 
single exception of the anti-pope Sylvester III, who took the name be- 
fore the legend was established. As a matter of fact, Gerbert’s learning 
was surpassed by many men of the next century, though it was marvel- 
ous for his own day. He mastered all that was then known and was 
especially interested in science, which had been so long neglected. He 
used globes and other instruments in studying astronomy and popu- 
larized the use of the abacus, which made it possible to solve simple 
arithmetical problems, even though the clumsy Roman numerals were 
retained. Gerbert was more important as a teacher than as a scholar, 
but even in this field he was not unique. Many other men, almost as 
famous in their own day, were doing much the same work, and the re- 
vival of learning was not confined to the schools of Rheims. 

2. The Political Revival — France 

In spite of the glamour and power of the tenth century German Em- 
pire, it had not solved the problem of political organization. As we have 
seen, it was based on archaic theories of government, which proved ill- 
adapted to the needs of the new civilization arising in Europe. We must 
turn to France to find constructive work in politics, and to see the origins 
of the type of government which was to prevail in western Europe. 

There seemed to be little political stability or security in tenth century 
France. Until the very end of the century the country was torn by the 
feud between the Carolingian and Robertian families. The country weis 
ruled by Robertian kings from 923 to the year 936, when the Carolin- 
gians were restored. Neither family, however, could rule unchallenged 
or secure permanent authority. The Carolingians held their place only 
through the grace of the greater feudal lords. They had no real power 
except when the nobles were willing to accept them as leaders in war, 
and they were always menaced by their Robertian rivals who had great 
influence in the North of France. The Robertians were not much better 
off. Technically, they held most of the country between Seine and Loire, 
but actually they had had to surrender most of their lands to vassals in 
order to gain military support. In this situation both families sought 
German aid, and Otto I and Otto II were frequently asked to intervene 
in French affairs. They naturally sought to keep a balance between the 
rivals and thus leave France weak and divided; Gerbert played an im- 
portant part in carrying out this policy. Royal authority declined stead- 
ily in the tenth century, although the last Carolingians were not weak 
men. On the whole they were energetic and persistent, but they adhered 
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to the old traditions of their family instead of adapting themselves to 
new conditions. They tried to exert their authority over the whole king- 
dom, instead of concentrating it in one region; they tried to govern 
through the great feudal lords, instead of building up a body of officials 
who would be devoted to them. They cannot be blamed too harshly for 
adhering to the old system ; it was still working in Germany, and the 
first Capetian kings did not immediately abandon it. But feudalism had 
developed so rapidly in France that the French kings could no longer 
secure the obedience of any large group of subjects. They had lost almost 
all their rights of justice, and all military power was in the hands of 
feudal lords. When they did raise an army it exhausted its strength in 
prolonged sieges of the innumerable castles which every powerful lord 
possessed. In short, at the end of the tenth century, feudalism had appar- 
ently won a definite triumph over the French monarchy. 

France was saved from being permanently divided among warring 
feudal lords by the great Capetian kings of the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries. But no one could have imagined in 987 that such a result 
would follow from the transfer of the crown to Hugh Capet. Hugh, as 
heir of the Robertian family, duke of “France,” and ally of the greater 
lords, represented feudalism rather than monarchy. The circumstances 
of his election show that the nobles and leading churchmen were trying 
to limit royal power, not to establish a new and vigorous line of kings. 
When the Carolingian Louis V died without direct heirs, his only rela- 
tive, the duke of Lorraine, was a vassal of Otto III and on bad terms 
with many French lords. An assembly of nobles was held at Senlis to 
discuss the situation, and there the archbishop of Rheims made a speech 
insisting on the elective character of the French monarchy. The feudal 
lords welcomed the proposal, since it gave them a chance to demonstrate 
their power, and Hugh was chosen king with comparatively little oppo- 
sition. There was nothing irrevocable about the decision, the Carolin- 
gians had been displaced before and might be recalled again, all to the 
profit of the nobility. 

Hugh occupied the throne for only nine years and did little more than 
maintain himself against the Carolingian claimant. By the time he be- 
came king he had few more possessions than his predecessors ; he had 
had to give up most of his lands to gain supporters, and his more impor- 
tant vassals were practically independent. He was no longer one of the 
greatest landholders of the kingdom ; many of the men who had elected 
him had greater resources. Hugh’s successors, Robert II and Henry I, 
did little to increase royal authority. Robert conquered Burgundy, but 
was promptly forced to surrender it by the jealousy of feudal lords. His 
prestige was further shaken by a long and losing quarrel with the papacy 
over his second marriage. According to canon law, he was too closely 
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related to his wife for the marriage to be legitimate, and the fact that 
the pope succeeded in dissolving the union is another sign of the strength 
of the reform movement at this time. 

Henry I is a rather shadowy figure who seems to have had the least 
power of any of the early Capetians. These three kings were still bound 
by the Carolingian tradition ; they paid slight attention to the few ter- 
ritories under their immediate control and instead tried to spread their 
little authority very thinly over the whole realm. Robert’s useless con- 
quest of Burgundy is an example of this attitude. However, these kings 
did preserve the theory that the ruler was all-powerful. On the whole 
they had better relations with the Church than most of their vassals, 
and they established their dynasty firmly on the throne. This was due 
more to good fortune than good management ; the Capetians became a 
habit with the people of France, because they lived long and always had 
male heirs. Between 987 and 1314 the average length of the reigns was 
29 years, and every king was succeeded by a son. Thus there were so 
few chances for the nobles to discuss the question of the succession that 
the elective principle, so strongly championed in 987, was rapidly for- 
gotten. 

Henry’s son Philip has the sorriest reputation of any of the early 
Capetians, but this is due mainly to his troubles with the Church. As a 
matter of fact, he was the first of his family to do anything which really 
strengthened the position of the monarchy. He does not seem to have 
been a very intelligent ruler, and at times he overestimated his power 
as badly as any of his predecessors, but he did try to increase and con- 
solidate the royal domain. This region, a strip of land stretching from 
Paris to Orleans, was the remnant of the duchy of France which Hugh 
had once held, and it had been sadly neglected by Philip’s predecessors. 
Petty lords, established in castles within a few miles of Paris, were as 
disobedient as the powerful rulers of Normandy or Aquitaine. Yet this 
strip of land in the heart of France had strategic possibilities which gave 
it a value far greater than its size would indicate. It separated the great 
fiefs of the North from each other and made it difficult to form effective 
combinations against the king. It lay on the main routes of communica- 
tion and gave access to all parts of France. It is doubtful that Philip 
saw these advantages ; in attempting to unify and pacify the domain he 
was merely imitating the work which had been done in other parts of 
France by the great feudal lords. He was less successful in this task than 
many of his vassals ; until the very end of his reign he was defied by 
petty barons who would not have dared to stand out against a duke of 
Normandy or a count of Flanders. This is well illustrated by the value 
which he set on his acquisition of Montlhery, a castle only a few miles 
from Paris which he captured shortly before his death. “Guard this 
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tower carefully,” he said to his heir, “it has made me old before my 
time ; the wickedness and perfidy of those who held it have never left 
me a moment of rest.” Although he lacked brilliant successes, Philip did 
increase the size of the domain and strengthened his authority within it. 
By obtaining more or less full control of a definite, if restricted, region 
he made the monarchy more capable of holding its own with the great 
barons. This policy was continued by his successors, and Philip’s reign 
therefore marks a turning-point in the history of the Capetian dynasty. 

However, France during the eleventh century was actually governed 
by its feudal lords and not by its kings. There was a great difference in 
the power and policies of these rulers; some were even more helpless 
than the king, others were much more powerful, and were building up 
governments which were far superior to that of their overlord. The 
duchies of Aquitaine, Brittany, and Burgundy were rather weak. Aqui- 
taine, in spite of the energy of its rulers, was too large for one man to 
handle, under the conditions of the time. The vassals of the duke of 
Aquitaine were warlike and rebellious; those in the mountainous in- 
terior were practically independent. The duke of Burgundy likewise had 
little authority over his vassals. Many of them took advantage of their 
position on the main route to Rome to become highway robbers ; some 
of the dukes themselves were so poor that they imitated these robber 
barons. Brittany, isolated from the rest of the kingdom by language and 
geography, was a sad, desolate, rude land — a country which retained its 
Celtic piety and love of marvelous legends along with its Celtic fondness 
for savage civil wars. The greatest ambition of a duke of Brittany was to 
keep the title in his family, and frequent rebellions made it difficult to 
satisfy even this modest desire. 

There were other rulers who had succeeded in establishing their per- 
sonal authority without creating elaborate administrative systems. The 
count of Anjou had built up a compact little state in the rich valley of 
the Loire. He was able to rule this small district personally, and he had 
far greater military power than his neighbor, the duke of Brittany. The 
counties of Blois and Champagne, to the west and the east of the royal 
domain, were fairly obedient to their lords. Both were constantly at war 
with their neighbors, but Champagne eventually survived these early 
troubles and became one of the stronger feudal states. Blois was so 
weakened by the excessive ambition of its early counts, one of whom 
claimed both the kingdom of Italy and the kingdom of Burgundy, that 
it was never more than a second-rate feudal principality. In the far 
south the count of Toulouse succeeded in dominating many of the lords 
in his immediate neighborhood, while profiting from the new wealth 
created by the revival of Mediterranean trade. In some ways Toulouse 
was the most civilized part of France, but it had little influence on the 
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rest of the country. There were few ties to bind it to the region north 
of the Loire, and in language, culture, and customs, it was far closer 
to Italy and Spain than to Normandy or the He de France. 

Finally, in a few feudal states the rulers had developed institutions and 
customs which gave them something more than purely personal author- 
ity. Flanders and Normandy were outstanding examples of this type. 
In each, the ruler was able to delegate power without losing all that he 
delegated. The viscounts of the duke of Normandy, the castellans of the 
count of Flanders, served their lords as judicial and financial agents 
without ever becoming entirely independent. In each state the ruler re- 
tained important rights of justice which enabled him to hold courts and 
to try people in all parts of the country. The duke of Normandy, for 
example, reserved for himself all cases which might lead to the imposi- 
tion of capital punishment. In each state the ruler had a large income, 
drawn from all parts of the duchy (or county ) , based on tolls and market- 
rights as well as land. Moreover, this income was usually paid in cash, 
not in kind, and this made the government much more flexible. Both the 
duke of Normandy and the count of Flanders tried, with some success, 
to repress violence and disorder. The duke of Normandy was not able 
to forbid private wars, but he did forbid attacks on non-combatants and 
pillaging of property, perhaps under the influence of the Peace of God. 
He had the best army in western Europe, due to the early establish- 
ment of definite rules for military service. Elsewhere the amount of 
service rendered by a vassal depended on his personal sentiments to 
his lord. If he were very loyal, or very much afraid, he might bring all 
his men to aid his superior. Usually he gave just as little help as he 
thought safe. But in Normandy, early in the eleventh century, definite 
amounts of service were fixed for all the great fiefs, amounts which were 
roughly proportionate to the resources of the vassal. Thus the very 
powerful and wealthy bishop of Bayeux owed the service of 120 knights, 
while the comparatively poor bishop of Avranches owed only 5. The 
fact that military service was required from ecclesiastical landholders 
as well as laymen was another source of the duke’s strength. Even if most 
of his lay vassals turned against him, he could still raise a large army 
from his bishops and abbots. He was almost always sure of their support, 
for alone among the great feudal rulers of France, he had absolute con- 
trol of the Church in his domains. Neither his superior, the king of 
France, nor his inferiors, the Norman nobles, could influence the choice 
of bishops or abbots of the greater monasteries. Altogether, the duke of 
Normandy could utilize the resources of his state more efficiently than 
any other ruler in France, and for many years he was the most powerful 
man in the kingdom. 

By the end of the eleventh century a large part of France was under 
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fairly stable governments and was enjoj'’ing relative freedom from vi- 
olence and disorder. Most of the North — Anjou, Blois, Champagne, Nor- 
mandy, Flanders and even the He de France — had passed through the 
worst period of feudal disorder. The South was more turbulent, but even 
in the South there were lords who were able to give their subjects a cer- 
tain degree of security. Feudal wars were still common, but they no longer 
absorbed all the surplus energy and productivity of the country. Strong 
rulers were able to discourage private wars in their own lands, and when 
two great lords fought, the damage was often confined to the frontier 
districts of each state. It is hard to realize that there was much improve- 
ment when we read the chronicles of the eleventh century, with their 
constant descriptions of wars and devastation, yet two facts show that 
conditions were better. In the first place, during the latter part of the 
eleventh century there are unmistakable signs that the peasant popu- 
lation, which had long been stationary, if not actually declining, was 
increasing. The villages could no longer hold all their people ; some men 
went out to clear new land while others became peddlers or artisans. In 
the second place, the class of fighting men gradually turned into a landed 
aristocracy. Most of the armed retainers of the great lords had received 
fiefs by 1100, and once they held land fighting was no longer their chief 
business, even though it remained a favorite pastime. Those who still 
loved fighting, those who had received less than they desired, those who 
had had to share small inheritances with their brothers, found that 
eleventh century France no longer offered unlimited opportunities to a 
man with a good sword-arm. They be.gan to seek adventures or fortunes 
abroad, since they were no longer to be had at home, and the departure 
of the more pugnacious and greedy warriors aided the pacification of 
France. Curiously enough, the men who emigrated were unconsciously 
infected with the ideas which caused them to leave home : once they had 
established themselves in a foreign land they attempted to create stable 
feudal states like those of France. Thus the French type of feudalism 
spread all over Europe and even into the Near East. Its extension was 
made easy by the fact that, with all its faults, it was still the best type 
of government which existed in western Europe in the eleventh century. 
Europe was still too poor to support a professional bureaucracy and too 
disunited to obey kings or emperors. The feudal state provided the rudi- 
ments of government cheaply and was small enough to have a certain 
degree of cohesion. 

The results of the emigration of French feudal lords and knights may 
be traced everywhere in Europe. They settled in Germany, Italy, and 
Anglo-Saxon England. They went in even greater numbers to Spain, to 
aid in the work of driving out the Saracens. Here they founded influential 
families ; the first Christian rulers of Portugal were descendants of the 
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duke of Burgundy. The two most striking examples of French feudal 
expansion were the conquest of southern Italy and the conquest of Eng- 
land. In both these countries French adventurers became the ruling 
class, and French feudalism was used as the basis for remarkably strong 
governments. 


3. The Political Revival — Sicily and England 

At the beginning of the eleventh century the political situation in 
southern Italy was so confused that it is almost impossible to describe 
it in a few sentences. The country was covered with the wreckage of old 
governments, and no one seemed to be able to clear away the debris. The 
Byzantine Empire nominally held the mainland up to Rome, but its 
actual power was confined to the heel and toe of the peninsula. Yet the 
Greek claim to authority, backed by Greek money and diplomacy, was 
enough to prevent the petty rulers of the South from building strong 
states of their own. The interior and the west coast were held by Lom- 
bard princes who spent most of their time trying to steal each other’s 
territories. Naples and Amalfi were city-states, prospering from their 
trade with the East, but in constant danger from their more powerful 
neighbors. Sicily was held by the Saracens, but these former lords of the 
Mediterranean were frittering away their strength in a constant series 
of civil wars. No ruler, Christian or Mohammedan, in southern Italy 
could count on the loyalty of his subjects, his army, or even his own 
family. No ruler was strong enough to protect his own territories, much 
less to subjugate his more annoying neighbors. 

This was the situation when, about 1016, a group of Norman knights 
who were performing a pilgrimage landed near Salerno. Their military 
ability was soon recognized, and one of the local rulers tried to hire them 
as soldiers. They refused the offer but promised to tell their friends of 
the opportunity. Soon a stream of poor knights, landless younger sons, 
outlaws, and enemies of the duke of Normandy began to trickle down 
into lower Italy. The Normans fought well, they changed sides at the 
right moment, and eventually one of them gained the county of Aversa 
as a reward for his services. Aversa became a sort of employment agency 
for Normans seeking service as mercenaries; a lord in need of fresh 
troops could always pick up some good material there. 

Among the Normans who came to Aversa were the two eldest sons of 
Tancred de Hauteville, a poor vassal of the Cotentin, who was burdened 
^ith twelve sons and an unascertained number of daughters. These two 
men, William Iron-Arm and Drogo, soon became leaders of the Normans. 
After serving the Greeks against the Saracens, and the Lombards against 
the Greeks, they decided that they might as well try fighting for their 
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own account. They gained the support of most of the other Normans, by 
promising them a share of the spoils, and began a persistent attack on 
Byzantine possessions. They were frequently defeated, they had to face 
revolts of their own men, but unlike any other leaders in southern Italy 
they never gave in. They always had an army in the field and kept up 
steady pressure on the Greeks. Byzantine governors, distracted by palace 
revolutions in Constantinople and Turkish attacks in Asia Minor, lost 
ground steadily. William and Drogo were at first little more than bandit 
chiefs, but before their deaths at the middle of the century they had 
begun to create something like a state in .Apulia. 

Meanwhile, their younger brothers had drifted down into Italy. 
William and Drogo were not entirely pleased to see them, and they were 
especially harsh to the children of their father’s second wife. But it was 
hard to discourage an Hauteville, and two of the younger sons became 
bandit chiefs in their turn. Robert Guiscard established himself in Cala- 
bria, while the baby of the family, Roger, began the long, heartbreaking 
task of driving the Saracens out of Sicily. When William and Drogo died, 
Robert Guiscard was soon able to take their place as leader of the Nor- 
mans, in spite of the opposition of some of his relatives. He kept up the 
pressure on the Greeks until the last Byzantine stronghold fell in 1071. 
This would have been enough to satisfy any ordinary conqueror, but 
Guiscard had the terrible energy and insatiable desires of his Viking 
ancestors. He may also have feared the marvelous recuperative power 
of the Eastern Empire and its tenacity in maintaining claims to its old 
provinces. Whatever the reason, he had no sooner driven the Greeks 
from Italy than he attempted the conquest of the Byzantine Empire. 
He never quite succeeded, owing largely to his lack of a good navy, but 
he gave the Greeks a terrible fright and held portions of Albania for 
several years. Meanwhile, Roger was conquering Sicily, mountain by 
mountain. The Saracens were too disunited to drive him out, but they 
resisted bravely in their individual strongholds and the last Saracen fort 
fell only in 1091. It was the same sort of war which William Iron-Arm 
and Robert Guiscard had had to wage on the mainland, a war in which 
persistence and the maintenance of a permanent army counted for more 
than military genius. Roger received aid from Guiscard at crucial mo- 
ments, but during most of the struggle he had to rely on his own very 
limited forces. In many ways this Norman conquest of Sicily was a 
greater feat than the more famous conquest of England ; the resistance 
was stiffer and the invading army was smaller. 

Guiscard’s descendants made a bad job of ruling the mainland, but 
the great count Roger left an heir, Roger II, capable of taking his place 
in Sicily. When Guiscard’s grandson died without heirs in 1127, Roger II 
was able to occupy his lands and the Norman states were united. Count 
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of Sicily, duke of Apulia — Roger coveted an even higher title. A con- 
tested papal election soon gave him the opportunity he needed. One 
candidate recognized him as king in 1130; the other was forced to do 
so after Roger defeated and captured him in 1139. The grandson of the 
poor knight of the Cotentin was now one of the most powerful rulers in 
Christendom. 

One might have expected that a state founded by bandits and mer- 
cenaries would remain weak and disorderly. But the Hauteville brothers 
were determined that this should not happen. They had massacred and 
plundered, assassinated and betrayed, fought with and conquered all 
their neighbors on their road to greatness, and they could not risk allow- 
ing others to enter on the same path of fruitful lawlessness. They re- 
solved to make their vassals obedient and useful servants ; they resolved 
to put down private war. This was especially difficult on the main- 
land, where William, Drogo, and even Robert Guiscard had been little 
more than presidents of a joint-stock company formed for the conquest 
of Byzantine lands. It was not at all certain that the other Normans 
owed feudal service for the lands which they had seized, or that the 
position of leader of the Normans was hereditary. Hence there were 
repeated revolts when Guiscard and Roger II tried to extend their au- 
thority. In Sicily the situation was clearer. It had been conquered by 
mercenaries in the pay of Roger; no one could hold anything except 
as a gift of the count and on the terms which the count decided. It was 
his power in Sicily which enabled Roger II to gain effective control of 
the mainland. In the end, royal authority reached a higher point in the 
kingdom of Sicily than anywhere else in Europe. All the old rules which 
had made the duke of Normandy so powerful were adopted and ex- 
tended in Sicily. There were the same definite quotas of military service 
which assured the ruler a large army. There were the same rules limit- 
ing, and in the end prohibiting, private war. Moreover, the Norman 
kings of Sicily had inherited the remnants of a bureaucracy from their 
Byzantine and Saracen predecessors, and they soon restored, and used 
successfully, many of the forms of the older government. The govern- 
ment of twelfth century Sicily was one of the wonders of the medieval 
world, with its Arabian emirs, Greek logothetes, and Norman barons 
working in harmony under a powerful king. Sicily was the melting-pot 
of Europe, and the Normans were the flux which enabled the other in- 
gredients to fuse. 

In England there was a different story. Here the conquerors were 
much more disciplined, and the conquered country less disorganized. It 
took a century to create a strong kingdom in southern Italy ; in England 
the essential work was done in a decade. Since there were no relics of 
the ancient imperial system left in England, feudalism played the great- 
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est part in the creation of strong monarchy there. In fact, English gov- 
ernment in the period immediately after the Conquest is the great ex- 
ample of how effective feudal institutions could be under able leaders. 

As we have seen, England suffered more than the continent from the 
Germanic invasions. All traces of Roman civilization were wiped out 
and the island was divided into a score of petty kingdoms, Celtic and 
German. The weaker German kingdoms were gradually eliminated ; the 
native Celts retained their independence only in Wales, but no one ruler 
succeeded in uniting all of England. The acceptance of Catholic Chris- 
tianity which produced such striking results in France had few political 
effects in England ; no king was able to use the orthodox faith as an 
excuse for conquest. Northumbria, Mercia, and Wessex, which were 
able to expand at the expense of the Celts, were larger and stronger than 
the petty coastal kingdoms of East Anglia, Essex, Kent, and Sussex, 
which were often vassal states of their more powerful neighbors. Yet 
even these larger states were small by continental standards ; no one of 
them was too large to be ruled effectively by an able king. Thus there 
was no need in England for the development of powerful local officials 
such as the Frankish counts. Moreover, since the Roman villa system 
had been almost completely wiped out ' there was no class of great land- 
owners to influence and weaken the government. As a result, England 
before the ninth century was much more like the primitive Germanic 
kingdoms than were France or Italy. The free village was the rule, not 
the exception ; courts were still assemblies of the people ; the nobles had 
not destroyed the power of the king or the freedom of the ordinary man. 
This is not to say that there had been no changes in Anglo-Saxon institu- 
tions since the sixth century. Stimulated by the Church, the kings were 
taking more responsibility for the administration of justice. They issued 
laws clarifying doubtful points of custom; they tried to see that the 
popular local courts did their work fairly. At the same time, the institu- 
tion of lordship was growing. Individuals and even whole villages sought 
the protection of powerful men and gave them in return services or pay- 
ments in kind. Yet, in spite of this differentiation, the “folk,” the com- 
munity of the land, was still an important factor in England at a time 
when it had been forgotten in the empire of the Franks. 

The shock of the Danish invasions caused great changes in the pattern 
of English life. As we have seen, only one Anglo-Saxon state, the king- 
dom of Wessex, survived the Viking attack. .Mfred of Wessex checked 
the Danes ; his son and grandson reconquered all England from the in- 

^ Some scholars think that memories of the villa system, surviving in th^ sub- 
ject Celtic population, may have influenced the development of Anglo-Saxon 
institutions. Any such survivals were not enough to make England a land of 
great estates in the seventh and eighth centuries. 
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vaders. Now there was a kingdom of England, a kingdom which had 
been made by the ruling family, and which needed institutions of a type 
which had not been essential before. The tenth century rulers of the 
House of Wessex had to create administrative subdivisions, for their 
kingdom was now too large to be ruled directly by the king and his im- 
mediate household. They had to perfect a military system to guard 
against Danish rebellions, for thousands of Danes still remained in the 
northeastern quarter of the island. They had to improve the administra- 
tion of justice, not only because this would strengthen their authority, 
but also because the Church was urging them to enforce the ideals of 
Christianity. The most influential person in tenth century England, out- 
side of the royal family, was St. Dunstan, archbishop of Canterbury, 
and St. Dunstan was working steadily for a reform in church and state. 
Like his great contemporary, Gerbert, Dunstan felt that his goal could 
be achieved only by the intimate cooperation of lay and secular powers. 
Great councils of nobles and bishops, guided by the king and Dunstan, 
made laws for the reform of the church and the strengthening of the 
state. Nowhere else in tenth century Europe was the union of the two 
powers quite so perfect, and this may be one reason for the success of 
the new institutions of the English kings. 

The most important and enduring reforms were in local government. 
After some experimentation, England was divided into shires (later 
called counties), and the shires in turn were divided into hundreds, or 
in the Danish region, wapentakes. Both shire and hundred had a court, 
composed of the free men of the district, and presided over by a royal 
official, the reeve. The king’s reeves had at first been rather humble 
officials who collected the revenues from royal estates, but as their po- 
litical responsibilities were incre^lsed their importance grew. The shire- 
reeve, or sheriff, eventually became a very powerful official. He was re- 
sponsible for policing his shire and supervising the administration of 
justice in the local courts ; he collected most of the king’s revenues, and 
he occasionally led the local troops in war. Yet with all his power he was 
unable to turn his office into a personal possession, as the counts had 
done in France. His authority was relatively recent compared to that of 
the great nobles ; he was not their equal in prestige or social position. 
If any one was going to become an independent local ruler it was the 
great landlord and not the upstart sheriff. The sheriff was strong only 
through the king, and he had to remain loyal to the king to retain his 
position. This system of local government was the greatest achievement 
of the Anglo-Saxon kings. It kept the nobles from annexing all local 
powers of government, and it gave the king a chance to exert his influ- 
ence throughout the realm. In both respects it was far superior to any- 
thing on the continent, as William the Conqueror recognized when he 
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took great pains to preserve the institutions of the county court and the 
sheriff. The Anglo-Saxon system of local government not only survived 
the Norman Conquest ; it has endured to this day in the United States 
and England. 

Closely connected with the new system of local government were re- 
forms in the administration of justice. The tenth century kings began 
to feel that they were responsible for repressing violence, that they 
should aid injured parties to secure redress. This was a complete change 
from the old attitude that all offenses were private matters and that 
courts were mere tribunals of arbitration. Now the king held that certain 
serious crimes offended him as well as the victim, and he ordered special 
fines to be paid to him in such cases. He ordered the reeves and sheriffs 
to force men to come to court to answer complaints and he insisted that 
the sentences of the courts be enforced. The people of each district were 
organized in small units for the pursuit of malefactors, and men of bad 
reputation had to find securities for good behavior. As the government 
took over the task of pursuing and punishing the criminal, the blood- 
feud became very rare. This new concept of royal responsibility for 
justice did not, of course, end crime in England. It was still very difficult, 
given the state of communications, to arrest a criminal who was not 
caught in the act. It was still difficult, owing to the use of compurgation, 
to convict a hardened liar. Yet these new rules about criminal law are 
important because they greatly increased royal power. Justice was no 
longer the concern of the family and the community alone ; it was becom- 
ing the concern of the king and his officials. Custom was no longer the 
only source of law ; the king and his councillors could make laws in order 
to repress violence and theft. Control of the courts and control of the 
laws are the necessary foundations for any powerful, well-organized 
government. The Anglo-Saxon kings did not create such a government, 
but they established some very useful precedents for their more absolute 
Norman successors. 

The tenth century kings of England probably did more constructive 
work in government than any of their European contemporaries, but 
there were two great weaknesses in their system. The first was military. 
In theory all free men still owed military service, but this militia was 
not very effective. The ordinary freeman was now' a peasant farmer, not 
a w'arrior ; his weapons were poor, and he was not trained to use them. 
The best troops were the household retainers of the king and the nobles, 
but there were not very many of these, and they w'ere still used for many 
duties which were not primarily military. England had passed beyond 
the stage of the tribal army, and had not yet attained the military spe- 
cialization of feudalism. In this respect she was weaker than most of her 
neighbors. 
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The other weakness was in institutions of central government. The 
new system of local government, the new laws repressing crime, would 
work well only if local officials and courts were constantly supervised 
and inspected. But the central administration was not fully enough de- 
veloped to undertake these tasks. The king’s household was small and 
there was little specialization among its members; any man could per- 
form any function. The secretarial service was rudimentary and few 
written records were kept. There were no regular appeals from local 
courts to the king’s court. As a result there was no routine supervision 
of local government ; only crying cases of injustice came to the king’s 
attention. Even more dangerous to royal authority was the fact that 
there was no means of controlling the great land-owners, who were be- 
coming too powerful to be checked by local officials. As in France, lord- 
ship had grown as the kingdom expanded, and by 1000 most men in Eng- 
land were subjects of lords as well as subjects of the king. The king 
had encouraged this development, for it was easier to suppress crime if 
every man had a lord and the lord were made responsible for producing 
his men in court. The lords also furnished the best men for the army and 
were useful to the king in other ways. But they were guilty of many acts 
of injustice, and they often tried to increase their own power at the 
expense of the common welfare. Only a powerful king’s court, meeting 
regularly and at frequent intervals, could have forced these men to obey 
all royal commands. Such a court did not exist. There was an assembly 
of the witan, or “wise men,” which met at irregular intervals to discuss 
problems which the king laid before it, but this assembly could not 
exercise the constant supervision over local affairs which was necessary. 
The “wise men” were the bishops, the members of the royal family, 
and the great lay lords — men who were too important to be bothered 
with the details of administration. They could advise the king in mat- 
ters of state, approve laws which he suggested, or act as judges in 
important cases, but they were useless for routine work Yet it was 
only through the drudgery of routine work, through constant com- 
mands and reprimands, that local officials and potentates could be kept 
in order. The witan were of little assistance to a strong king and, while 
they might check a weak king, they could not hold the country together 
if he failed to do so. 

These weaknesses of the newly formed kingdom of England became 
apparent in the eleventh century. A weak king, Ethelred the Ill- 
Counseled, found himself unable to check the growing power of the 
nobles or to put an end to their disputes. At this moment the North- 
men renewed their raids. Ethelred could not make his subjects work 
together to repulse them, so he adopted the hopeless practice of buy- 
ing them off. In order to obtain money for this blackmail he imposed a 
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tax, the Danegeld, on the whole country. This was the first general 
tax in English history and formed a useful precedent for later kings, 
but it only encouraged the Danes. At first they had merely sought 
plunder, but in 1013, when they found how weak England was, they 
began the conquest of the country. Ethelred was unable to hold them 
off and fled to Normandy. His son, Edmund Ironsides, resisted bravely, 
but when he died in 1016 the Danish king Canute was recognized as 
ruler of all England. 

Canute was able to restore the strong kingship of the tenth century 
and gave England a welcome interval of good government. He fol- 
lowed Anglo-Saxon precedents and appointed many Englishmen to 
office. Though he ruled Denmark, Norway, and other lands, he spent 
most of his time in England, and did not let the cares of his empire 
interfere with his attention to English affairs. He was able to leave 
the kingdom to his sons, but they had little of their father’s ability, and 
after their death the country rejected the Danish dynasty. Edward, the 
younger son of Ethelred, was recalled from his exile in Normandy, and 
the line of Alfred the Great was restored. 

Edward, later called the Confessor, was not a strong ruler, but, like 
many weak men, he was obstinate, and this trait involved him in many 
difficulties. He had grown up in Normandy (his mother was a sister 
of the Norman duke), and he preferred Norman ways. He brought 
many Normans to England and gave them important offices. This 
weakened the loyalty of his English subjects and strengthened the 
native nobles who were already anxious to diminish royal power. Ed- 
ward’s troubles, however, were not due entirely to his own defects. 
England in the eleventh century was in the same position as France 
in the tenth. The country was too large to be ruled directly by the king, 
and there were no adequate central institutions to aid him in the task. 
The power of the landlords was increasing steadily and local officials 
could not check it. More and more men were becoming subjects of 
lords rather than of the king, and free villages had almost disappeared. 
The earls, who had been set over groups of shires by the Danes, were 
acting as independent rulers. Something very like feudalism was grow- 
ing in England, though most English historians refuse to call it by this 
name. It is true that the fief had not yet appeared; most land was 
held in absolute proprietorship. But it should not be forgotten that 
the fief appeared comparatively late in the history of French and Ger- 
man feudalism. All the other signs of the first stages of feudalism were 
apparent in eleventh century England. The lords had private armies of 
household retainers which they did not hesitate to use against each 
other or the king. The earls were beginning to claim that their offices 
were hereditary and were seeking to increase their power in every pos- 
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sible way. Most lords had set up private courts for their men, and 
many had been given hundred courts by the king. Private armies, 
private courts, and hereditary offices, rather than the fief, were the 
basic elements of feudalism, and they were weakening Edward as they 
had weakened the last Carolingian rulers of France. 

The parallel can be pushed even further, for in eleventh century 
England, as in tenth century France, there was a rival family which 
was rapidly becoming more powerful than the legitimate dynasty. This 
was the house of Godwin, which had risen to prominence under Canute. 
Earl Godwin was the chief English leader at Edward’s accession, and 
he strengthened his power by marrying his daughter Edith to the king. 
For several years he and his sons dominated the country, much to the 
disgust of the other English magnates, not to mention the king’s foreign 
favorites. In 1051, when Godwin refused to obey an unjust order given 
by Edward, his enemies united against him and forced him to go into 
exile. This victory profited only the Normans, who were now supreme at 
the English court. It was at this time that Duke William of Normandy 
paid Edward a visit and was probably promised the succession to the 
throne of the childless king. William was Edward’s first cousin, but had 
no hereditary claim on England, since the relationship was through 
Edward’s Norman mother. This promise may have become known among 
the English ; in any case they were so annoyed by the king’s Norman 
leanings that they made little resistance when Godwin and his sons at- 
tacked England in the following year. Godwin was reinstated in his pos- 
sessions and gradually added to his power until a majority of the earl- 
doms were held by members of his family. After his death, his son Harold 
took his place. Edward, on his death-bed, recognized Harold as successor 
to the throne, and on the following day he was accepted as king by the 
witan. 

Theoretically, Harold, as head of the most powerful family in Eng- 
land, should have been stronger than the friendless Edward. But Harold, 
like Hugh Capet, found that his accession to the throne weakened, rather 
than strengthened his political position. His own earldom of Wessex 
was loyal, but everywhere else in England there was jealousy of the new 
ruler who was not a descendant of the old royal family. The great lords, 
and especially the northern earls, held aloof and were more than ever 
determined to preserve their independence. 

Harold, like Hugh, might have preserved his royal title at the price 
of allowing England to break up into semi-independent provinces. But 
he never had a chance to establish his dynasty, for unlike Hugh, he 
was challenged at once by an able opponent who had overwhelming 
military power on his side. William of Normandy in 1066 was already 
one of the most powerful rulers in Europe. He had been duke of Nor- 
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mandy since his father’s death in 1035, and had kept control of the 
diichy in spite of violent opposition. His mother was a tanner’s daughter 
and he was known as “William the Bastard” until he won a more glori- 
ous title. Since he inherited the duchy while a mere child, and since 
his father’s relatives were annoyed by the preference given to an illegiti- 
mate son, it is not surprising that his early years were disturbed by 
unruly vassals and frequent rebellions. However, in 1047 he won a bril- 
liant victory over the rebels, with the effective if short-sighted assistance 
of the French king. Thereafter he kept peace and order in his duchy, 
dominating it even more thoroughly than had his predecessors. He not 
only perfected the peculiar system of Norman feudalism which gave the 
duke such great power, but also had the intelligence to align himself 
with the new forces in the Church. He did much to reform the Norman 
Church and selected able men for its higher offices, such as Lanfranc of 
Pavia, who made the monastery of Bee a noted center of learning. With 
full control of his own territories, William was able to defeat his suzerain, 
the French king, and his neighbor, the count of Anjou, and to add the 
county of Maine to his lands. Obviously, William in 1066 was no rash 
adventurer. He was a middle-aged man with thirty years of experience 
as a ruler, which had made him a remarkable diplomat, a shrewd poli- 
tician, and an able general. 

William had counted on succeeding Edward, and Harold’s accession 
made him furiously angry. But he knew that rage and the resources of 
Normandy were not enough to win England; he had to make a case 
which would appeal to men throughout Europe. He argued that Edward 
had promised him the throne and that Harold had agreed to aid him to 
become king. The last statement may well have been true, since Harold 
had once been shipwrecked on the coast of Normandy and had had to 
make some kind of promise to get out of William’s hands. At all events, 
William accused Harold of perjury, a charge which gave him an excuse 
to ask the pope’s aid. The latter was quite ready to aid the duke, be- 
cause Godwin and Harold had opposed the reform party and had griev- 
ously violated the rights of the Church. In the campaign against Ed- 
ward’s favorites they had expelled the Norman archbishop of Canter- 
bury and had installed Stigand, an Englishman, who made matters 
worse by receiving the pallium from an anti-pope. William’s support of 
the reformers in Normandy was a sharp contrast to these proceedings 
and the pope gave him his whole-hearted support. By sending a conse- 
crated banner, he gave William’s expedition an air of legality and piety 
which attracted many men to the duke’s ranks. To quote the Norman 
poet Wace; 

The duke rejoiced greatly at receiving the banner and the license which 
the pope gave him. He got together carpenters, smiths, and other workmen. 
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so that great stir was seen at all the ports of Normandy. . . . They spent all 
one summer and autumn in fitting up the fleet. 

As William’s vassals were not obliged to follow him overseas he had 
to offer great inducements to secure men. 

There was no knight in the land, no good sergeant, archer, nor peasant 
of stout heart and of age for battle, that the duke did not summon to go 
with him to England, promising rents to the vassals and honors to the barons. 
. . . The fame of the Norman duke soon went forth through many lands — 
how he meant to cross the sea against Harold, who had taken England from 
him. Then soldiers came flocking to him . . . and he retained them all, giv- 
ing them much and promising more. Many came by agreement made by 
them beforehand; many bargained for lands, if they should win England; 
some required pay, allowances and gifts; and the duke was often obliged 
to give at once to those who could not wait the result. 

Thus an army of about ten thousand men was slowly assembled, domi- 
nated by the Normans, but including thousands of men from other 
French provinces. Hundreds of ships were gathered, but they could not 
embark until they had a favorable wind, which was slow in rising. 

Harold, of course, knew of William’s preparations and gathered such 
forces as he could from the part of England which was loyal to him. But 
as time dragged on he could not hold his army together. His own private 
bodyguard (the house-carls) was sure, the lesser nobles (the thegns) 
were not so dependable, and the fyrd, or militia of farmers, were anxious 
to get back to their neglected fields. As the attack was delayed, many 
of the fyrd began to go home to harvest their crops. Just then came the 
news that Harold Hardrada, king of Norway, had landed in North- 
umbria, claiming the crown of England as Canute’s heir. When he de- 
feated the northern earls and took York, Harold could no longer stay 
on guard in the South and had to hasten to the rescue with his house- 
carls and thegns. By forced marches he succeeded in surprising the 
enemy at Stamford Bridge, where he won an overwhelming victory. 
Harold Hardrada was killed in the battle, and the danger of a new con- 
quest by the Northmen was ended forever. But while Harold was in the 
North the wind had shifted. William’s fleet was able to cross the Channel 
and land at Pevensey. 

Once more Harold rushed across England, but with insufficient forces. 
The northern earls furnished no aid and apparently felt no gratitude for 
their rescue. Harold had to depend almost entirely upon his personal 
following of house-carls and thegns, together with hasty levies from 
Wessex. He felt it necessary to act on the defensive and established 
himself upon the hill of Senlac, a few miles north of Hastings. There, on 
14 October 1066, was fought the decisive battle. At first the Normans, 
though they were better armed and well supplied with cavalry and 
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archers, were unable to break through the English shield-wall. The 
house-carls, with their great, two-handed Danish axes, stood firm about 
Harold and the dragon standard. But William was a skilful tactician 
and had a well-disciplined army. A flight, perhaps intentional, of part 
of the Norman army, led the English to break their ranks to pursue the 
enemy. Then the Norman cavalry cut off the pursuers and mopped up 
the light-armed shire levies. The picked troops about Harold were now 
surrounded, but they fought on steadily till evening. Then, when Harold 
and his brothers had fallen, resistance ceased. 

The battle was won and Harold was dead, but the land was not con- 
quered. London and the Southeast submitted quickly, since there were 
no available troops for their defense, and William was crowned in the 
city on Christmas Day, 1066. But elsewhere, especially in the North, 
there were repeated rebellions, and William’s authority was not recog- 
nized over all England until 1072. The rebellions failed because they 
were all local risings, led by individual nobles who were often fighti n g 
for their own advantage. There was no national leader to rally all the 
discontented. In addition, William punished rebellious regions so se- 
verely that others were afraid to rise against him. Thus he devastated 
the Vale of York so completely that much of it was still desert twenty 
years later. As the chronicler says, “There was no one left to bury the 
dead, for all were wiped out with sword or famine, or had departed from 
their homes on account of hunger. The land was destitute of cultivation. 
. . . Between York and Durham nowhere was there an inhabited vil- 
lage, while the dens of wild beasts and robbers caused terror to travelers.” 

William had to guard not only against the English, but also against 
his own followers. His army was very mixed ; many men had never been 
subject to him before, and even his Normans were fighting as volunteers, 
rather than as vassals. These men, who had conquered England, were 
anxious to increase their own power rather than William’s, and some 
of them did not hesitate to join with the English in their rebellions. His 
real greatness was shown, not in his more or less accidental victory at 
Hastings, but in his ability to make a strong kingdom out of a hostile 
population and an unruly army, 

William profited from having two sources of authority. He insisted 
that he was lawful king of England, as Edward’s heir and as the choice 
of the witan. Thus he retained all the powers of an Anglo-Saxon king, 
which were still important, even though they had declined in the last 
reign. He preserved all the machinery of local government, particularly 
the office of sheriff, which he found very useful in checking his warriors. 
He retained all the rights of justice held by his predecessors, which were 
very like the rights which he possessed in Normandy as duke. But Wil- 
liam was not only king of the English, he was also lord of the Normans. 
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He introduced the Norman system of feudalism, with all the powers 
which it gave the overlord, and enforced it even more rigidly than he 
had in his old territories. The fixed amount of military service, the rules 
against private war, the insistence on obedience to the overlord were 
all in existence in England within a few years of the Conquest. Thus 
William stopped the gradual usurpation of local authority by creating 
definite feudal relationships between himself and all the powerful men 
of the realm. The local lord had only the powers which William allowed 
and he had to render important services in return for the grant. England 
passed at one jump from the anarchic early stage of feudalism to the 
orderly, smooth-running conditions which existed only in a few places 
in northern France. The combination of widely recognized royal author- 
ity with an advanced type of feudalism existed nowhere else, save per- 
haps in Sicily. England, which had always lagged behind the continent 
politically, now shot ahead, and was to retain her lead in the arts of 
government for centuries to come. 

The Conquest was, of course, a great shock to the English, especially 
to the upper classes. Since William was lawful heir of Edward, all those 
who supported Harold and all those who resisted the Conqueror after 
Harold’s death were rebels, and forfeited their lands. Practically all the 
land in England thus entered the king’s hands, and he gave it away 
only as fiefs, never as private property. Thus private ownership of land 
ceased to exist in England, and the most complete system of feudal 
tenures in Europe took its place. Because the tenures were definite cre- 
ations of the king, he was able to specify the terms on which they were 
held and to demand real service for them. Because the Conquest was 
piecemeal, the grants to important vassals were widely scattered ; eacli 
man was given a share of each section of the country as it was conquered. 
This prevented, for the most part, the creation of compact, territorial 
fiefs which might have become dangerous, though William did not hesi- 
tate to create such fiefs on the Welsh and Scotch frontiers. The greater 
English land-owners were completely and rapidly dispossessed. Some of 
the lesser land-owners who entered the service of Normans as knights 
were able to keep their estates, but even this class gradually lost most 
of its possessions. Norman lords, between 1066 and 1100, found it ad- 
visable to settle their household troops on the land, usually at the ex- 
pense of the English. As for the peasants, they continued cultivating 
the land for their new lords as they had for their old, but even they 
suffered in the long run by the introduction of precise Norman ideas of 
lordship and serfdom. Many men who would have been reckoned as 
free, though dependent on a lord, in the time of Edward the Confessor, 
were mere serfs by the thirteenth century. The towns suffered severely 
from William’s military operations, but in the end they profited from in- 
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creased trade with the continent. Many Norman and Flemish merchants 
settled in the boroughs, and the towns became steadily more important. 

The changes in the Church were many and far-reaching. There was 
urgent need of reform, for the work of Dunstan had not endured, and 
many of the clergy could not be distinguished from laymen in education 
or morals. As we have seen, William favored reform when it did not 
interfere with his own prerogatives. He owed much to the pope, and 
he welcomed an excuse to strengthen his hold upon England by driving 
out the native prelates and substituting men who owed their position to 
him. Lanfranc, who was made archbishop of Canterbury in place of the 
“intruder” Stigand, was the chief agent in ecclesiastical matters and 
supported William’s policy cordially. English bishops and abbots were 
gradually replaced by Frenchmen, and the powers of these new prelates 
were increased. Separate ecclesiastical courts were established, and 
cases “concerning the rule of souls,” which had before been tried in the 
ordinary hundred courts, were now reserved to the Church alone. The 
residences of the bishops were moved from the villages in which they 
had been located and were fixed in important towns. The rule against 
clerical marriage, which had been a dead letter, was ordered to be en- 
forced in the future. But while William was ready to reform the Church, 
he absolutely refused to give up his control over it. He would not do 
fealty to the pope for England, though the latter claimed it in return 
for his aid. William would not surrender his right to name bishops and 
abbots, and he even insisted that no papal letter could be published in 
England without his consent. The pope was too involved in other mat- 
ters to protect at the time, and William used the Church for his purposes 
as completely as any German emperor had ever done. 

Perhaps the most important political innovation made by William 
was the strengthening of the central government. The “great council” 
which he summoned to hear his will or to give advice, resembled in many 
ways the assembly of the witan which had existed under the Anglo- 
Saxon kings. It included the bishops, the more important abbots and 
the chief land-holders, and usually met at Christmas, Easter, and Whit- 
suntide. It was, however, more than an assembly of notables ; it was the 
feudal court of the overlord of England. As such, it could judge vassals 
who disobeyed the king, and it was usually responsive to William’s 
wishes in such matters. Thus it was a useful means of keeping control 
over the great men. Even more important was the small council, which 
was always with the king and which aided him in all his administrative 
duties. This small council, composed of ecclesiastics and vassals who 
had special aptitude for government, had all the powers of the large 
council. In fact, there was no very clear distinction between it and the 
large council ; both were called curia regis — the king's court ; both were 
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competent to advise the king on any subject. The great lords of England 
would not have enjoyed spending most of their time at court helping 
William run the country ; they were quite willing to let a few of their 
number perform their functions on all ordinary occasions. The king 
might have found it inadvisable to use the small council to judge a 
baron, but he could safely use it for all his routine work. Thus he pos- 
sessed what the Anglo-Saxon kings had lacked — an institution which 
could check and supervise the work of local officials. It would have been 
impossible to govern all England directly from London; a great deal 
of power had to be left in the hands of the lords and the sheriffs. Private 
courts continued to increase in numbers and jurisdiction, without oppo- 
sition from the king, since he could not attend to details of purely local 
importance. The rest of the king’s rights of government in the shires 
were concentrated in the hands of the sheriffs, who were usually vassals 
of considerable importance. But neither the great barons nor the sheriffs 
could become independent, for the king’s council was always ready to 
remind them of the limits of their power and the duties they owed the 
king. 

William, as a good Norman, knew the importance of a large and 
regular income. He had kept for himself many manors, and the sheriffs 
were responsible for a fixed sum from each manor each year. He received 
the usual feudal dues and a share in the fines of most courts. He levied 
Danegeld three times and made it a heavy assessment. In order to find 
out just how much he could secure from his kingdom, he ordered the 
famous Domesday Inquest to be made in 1086. Perhaps nothing shows 
his power and the perfection of his administrative machinery as clearly 
as this survey; no other ruler in western Europe had a government 
capable of making such an investigation, even if he could have forced his 
vassals to submit to it. Royal commissioners were sent to each shire to 
question representatives of each district. These representatives, who 
testified under oath, were usually the priest, the reeve and four villeins 
from each township. The questions ran like this : Who holds your manor 
now ? Who held it under King Edward ? How much land does it contain ? 
How many plows ? How many slaves, villeins, or freemen ? How much 
woodland, meadow or pasture? How many mills and fishponds? What 
was its value under King Edward ? What is its value now ? 

“So narrowly he had them investigate that there was not a single 
hide nor a rood of land, nor — it is a shame to tell though he thought it 
no shame to do — was there an ox or a cow or a pig that was not set 
down in the accounts.’’ This survey was not only useful in increasing 
the king’s revenue; it also informed him about his rights and settled 
many controversies among lords who, in the excitement of the Conquest, 
had established conflicting claims to estates and to rights of justice. For 
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Modena. To protect themselves from this group, Pavia, Cremona, Lodi 
and Como had formed another league ; but as they were still too weak 
for safety, they sought the aid of Frederick Barbarossa. He was already 
exasperated against Milan on account of its “arrogance,” and on his 
first expedition he had destroyed one of its allies. Now he wished to 
turn “all the forces of the Empire against Milan in order to crush it.” 

Milan resisted vigorously at first, but had to yield and give hostages as 
pledges of its loyalty. It also had to promise that the consuls, the chief 
officials of the town, would seek confirmation by the emperor after 
election. Encouraged by this success, Frederick determined to restore 
imperial authority over the Lombard cities. He held a diet on the Ron- 
caglian Plain at which professors of law from the famous school at 
Bologna helped him to define the imperial prerogatives or “regalia.” 
These men were students of the old Roman law, and naturally had a 
very exalted idea of the emperor’s rights. They ruled that he should con- 
trol the appointment of the chief officials in each city, the levying of 
tolls and customs, coinage, mines, and most other sources of revenue. 
The emperor’s forces were so great that the towns had to yield tempo- 
rarily. Frederick at once placed a new official, the podesta, in each city, 
who was to be his immediate representative, and was to come from out- 
side the place where he held office. 

There was much to be said for this new office, and eventually many 
Italian towns adopted it of their own accord. Most Italian towns were 
ruled by consuls, who had judicial, administrative, and military powers, 
but who could take no important step without the advice of a council 
composed of the wealthier citizens. There might also be a general assem- 
bly, but even this seldom included all inhabitants; it was usually re- 
stricted to merchants and shop-owners. These governing oligarchies 
were not always fair to the poorer citizens, and they were usually divided 
by bitter feuds among themselves. Consequently, town governments 
were often more interested in promoting the interest of a class or a fac- 
tion than in the welfare of the whole community. The podesta, an out- 
sider with no local interests, was more apt to give even-handed justice. 
But the towns had been independent too long to allow such a reform 
to be imposed from the outside, especially as the new imperial officials 
were not neutral administrative experts, but active agents of a foreign 
power. Their attempt to revive feudal dues and other payments to the 
emperor was especially exasperating. 

At Milan the attempt to introduce the podesta caused a rebellion. The 
emperor besieged the city, but Milan held out for three years before 
starvation compelled it to surrender. Frederick at first planned to kill 
all the citizens, but finally granted them their lives. He insisted that the 
town be destroyed, and people of neighboring cities hostile to Milan 
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eagerly leveled the walls, filled the moats, and tore down the buildings. 
Frederick carried away the leading citizens as hostages and forbade all 
men to build again on the site of the rebellious city. 

The awful fate of Milan ended all opposition for a time. But it was 
the final event necessary to convince the pope and the communes that 
an alliance was necessary. Adrian IV had already ordered the emperor 
to surrender many of his claims, especially the overlordship of Tuscany 
and all sovereign rights in Rome. As Frederick naturally refused, the 
pope allied himself with the king of Sicily, and with the Lombard cities. 
When Adrian died in 11S9 he was succeeded by Alexander III, who as 
cardinal legate had made the rash speech at Besanqon. Frederick knew 
that Alexander would be an implacable foe and supported an anti-pope 
elected by a minority of the cardinals, but only Germany recognized 
the intruder. So B'rederick was forced to make a new invasion of Italy. 

This expedition, in 1166, was unsuccessful. Frederick succeeded in 
taking Rome by assault, but an epidemic broke out in his army and com- 
pelled a rapid retreat. After great difficulties he regained Germany with 
only a small remnant of his host. Meanwhile, the cities of north Italy 
formed the Lombard League (1167) against the emperor. As a first act 
of defiance they rebuilt Milan, and the restored city recovered its old 
wealth and power with amazing rapidity. The news of Frederick’s dis- 
astrous retreat added new members to the league — Venice, Bologna, and 
even old enemies of Milan such as Lodi and Cremona. Alexander III 
gave his blessing to the league, and the new city of Alessandria, built to 
control an important river junction, was named in his honor and made 
the headquarters of the confederation. 

Frederick spent the next six years in Germany, continuing the work 
of building up his domain and striving to end serious quarrels which 
had arisen between the duke of Saxony and the rulers of the newly con- 
quered eastern lands. Then, in 1174, feeling that Germany was safe, he 
set out again for Italy. Again he was unsuccessful. He failed to take 
Alessandria after an arduous siege, and found himself unable to break 
the Lombard League by force or diplomacy. Then in 1176 the despised 
town militias fell on the emperor’s army at Legnano and inflicted a 
crushing defeat. The Lombard League, and its ally the pope, had tri- 
umphed completely. 

Frederick was wise enough to know that he was beaten. He promptly 
reconciled himself with .Mexander III and secured papal ratification of 
the appointments to important Church offices which he had made in 
Germany during the schism. In 1183 he made the Peace of Constance 
with the Lombard League, in which he surrendered almost all the claim? 
made at the Roncaglian diet. .A vague imperial suzerainty was retained, 
but the towns were left virtually independent, with the right to elect 
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their own officers and collect their own taxes. Yet Frederick’s position 
was no worse than it had been at the beginning of the reign. Once the 
threat of imperial domination ended, the coalition against Frederick 
dissolved. The towns began to wage local wars, the pope’s authority was 
defied in Tuscany, and Italy sank back into its state of disunion and 
weakness. Frederick’s successors could still hope to dominate the penin- 
sula. 

When Frederick gave up his hopes of establishing a rich imperial 
domain in the Po Valley, it became more important than ever for him 
to build up his strength in Germany. But in Germany the princes also 
were creating compact, well-administered domains — “states” which were 
rivals of the one which was being formed by the Hohenstaufen. The 
most powerful of these rival states was that which Henry the Lion, duke 
of Saxony and Bavaria, had built up in northern Germany. Frederick 
apparently determined to make an example of this ruler ; if Henry were 
defeated, lesser princes might yield without a fight. Henry had naturally 
made many enemies in building up his domain, and they carried their 
grievances to Frederick. The duke was summoned to answer their charges 
at the imperial diet of 1179. He refused to obey, confiding in his strength 
and his alliances with the kings of Denmark and England. He was cited 
to appear three times and on his failure to obey was condemned to for- 
feit his fiefs and to banishment. This was strictly in accordance with 
feudal usage, and shows what important results could follow from the 
obligation of court service. Henry’s attempts to resist were useless ; in 
less than two years Frederick had conquered Saxony and forced the 
duke to submission. Saxony and Bavaria were taken from him and he 
was sent into exile. After a few years he was allowed to return, but of 
all his vast possessions he kept only Brunswick and Luneberg, which 
were not fiefs of the Empire. 

Frederick had not only broken the power of his most dangerous rival ; 
he had also shown the way in which feudal obligations could be used to 
strengthen the monarchy. As we have seen, earlier German rulers had 
treated feudalism as a private arrangement which had no connection 
with the government. As a result, many of the nobles held lands and 
jurisdictions for which they owed no service to the king. There were 
many feudal groups, but no feudal system in which all power was de- 
rived directly or indirectly from one suzerain. Frederick had worked to 
change this, with a great deal of success. He insisted on the feudal obli- 
gations of the bishops ; he tried to connect all the nobles to himself by 
feudal ties. As we shall see, in France and England the kings were able 
to increase central power greatly by the fact that they were universal 
suzerains, and Frederick’s policy might have produced the same effects 
in Germany if it had continued for a century. But the centralization of 
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German feudalism was begun too late, and Frederick could not com- 
plete the work in his own lifetime. Thus Brunswick, which was not a 
fief, could not be confiscated from Henry the Lion, and this territory 
was large enough to be a basis for future revolt. Frederick’s successors 
were too weak or too occupied with Italy to finish his task, and so cen- 
tralization through emphasis on the feudal hierarchy did not occur in 
Germany. 

The last years of Frederick’s reign were prosperous. His failure in 
Italy had not weakened him in Germany. There was still suspicion be- 
tween emperor and pope, but the latter had been seriously weakened 
by the marriage of Frederick’s son Henry to Constance, the heiress of 
the Norman kingdom of Sicily. The Normans had long been allies of the 
pope ; now this support was lost. Yet Frederick, the great opponent of 
the papacy, was to die in a papal cause. The leadership of the Church 
was shown not only in its struggles with the Empire, but also in its 
organization of the crusades. And Frederick could not resist crusade 
propaganda any more than rulers who had always been obedient to the 
pope. He started on the Third Crusade and was drowned while bathing 
in a small stream in Asia Minor in 1 190. 

Frederick’s death left the papacy in a very difficult position. The 
emperor left an heir who had already been crowned king, so that there 
was no hope of weakening the Hohenstaufen power by encouraging the 
princes to elect a representative of some other family to rule Germany. 
Worse, this heir, Henry VI, had a position in Italy which was far stronger 
than any his father enjoyed, since he had a claim through his wife to 
the Norman kingdom of Sicily. We have already seen how the Normans, 
especially the great king Roger II, had built up a powerful kingdom in 
the South. The kings who succeeded Roger had not been so able, but 
Sicily was still the most highly centralized state in Europe. Its kings 
could legislate for, and draw taxes from, the whole country at a time 
when other rulers were bound by local customs and limited to feudal 
revenues. Now this concentrated power was to pass into the hands of the 
natural opponent of the papacy ; the papal states were to lie between 
the hammer of German invasion and the anvil of the Sicilian monarchy. 

Henry’s power seemed too great to many other men besides the pope, 
and his accession was greeted with a series of rebellions. The Norman 
nobles hated the idea of being ruled by a foreigner and set up a king 
of their own, Tancred. The party of Henry the Lion gave them support 
by a rebellion in Germany. The pope had reluctantly crowned Henry 
emperor, but refused to recognize his right to Sicily and supported 
Tancred. It was the old combination of a hostile papacy and rebellious 
nobles which had defeated so many emperors, but Henry was more for- 
tunate and more skilful than his predecessors. He captured King Richard 
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of England, who was crossing through his lands in disguise,^ and ex- 
torted a tremendous ransom in return for freeing him. The German 
rebels, who were already hard pressed, realized that they could not hold 
out against a ruler with practically unlimited resources, and came to 
terms. As Henry moved south King Tancred of Sicily died and Norman 
resistance collapsed. The rest of the opposition was easily disposed of. 
Henry established his brother as ruler of Tuscany and built up a league 
of cities friendly to him to oppose the remnant of the Lombard League. 
Even Otto the Great had not had the power of Henry VI ; he was feared 
and obeyed from the tip of Sicily to the German outposts on the Baltic. 

Many German historians have speculated as to what might have hap- 
pened if Henry VI had lived. Hard, cold, and Intelligent, with no illu- 
sions and no scruples (witness his capture of the crusader, Richard), 
could he have unified Germany under his powerful rule? Or were the 
opponents of imperial authority already so strong that even Henry could 
not have restrained them more than a few years? There can be no an- 
swer to these questions, for Henry died in 1197 when he was only thirty- 
two. He was the last ruler who might have made something of the Em- 
pire. His death left the succession in dispute, and for more than eighteen 
years Germany had no real ruler. During this troubled time the papacy 
strengthened its position and prepared the way for the downfall of the 
medieval Empire. 

2. The Earlier Crusades 

The crusades are much more than a romantic episode in the history 
of the middle ages. On the one hand, they show the terrific energy and 
the unbounded optimism of the new civilization which was rising in 
Europe. It took supreme confidence and sublime indifference to the 
realities of politics and geography to dream of establishing a Christian 
outpost in the heart of the Mohammedan world, at a time when Europe 
had barely recovered from the last invasions. On the other hand, the 
crusades show how the Church acted to turn the new energy and opti- 
mism of Europe to the service of its ideals. Even more than the investiture 
controversy, the crusades established the leadership of the Church. 

The crusading ideal had been slowly growing during the tenth and 
eleventh centuries. Popes had headed armies to drive the Saracens out of 
Italy ; the German attack on the heathen Baltic Slavs was carried on in 
the name of religion ; and the slow reconquest of Spain was aided by the 
Church. In Spain especially, many features of the later crusades may be 
found. Adventurous nobles, recruited in France, were sent to fight against 
the infidels, and the Cluniacs were especially active in encouraging this 

^ See below, p. 235. 
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work. Thus there was a close connection between the reforming element 
in the Church and the nascent crusading movement — a connection which 
found expression when Gregory VII planned to send assistance to the 
hard-pressed Eastern Emperor. Gregory was never able to carry out his 
plan, but his successors, reformers like himself, did not forget the project. 

There were many reasons why a pope at the end of the eleventh cen- 
tury should have desired to send an expedition against the Mohamme- 
dans of Syria. The Eastern Empire, while it had rallied from the defeat 
of Manzikert (1071), was still weak and the Turks had reached the 
shores of the jEgean. The papacy had no great love for the schismatic 
Greeks, but it still seemed possible that the schism might be healed. And 
what better way to do it than to rescue the Byzantine Empire from its 
most dangerous enemies? Moreover, since the violence of feudal life 
could be atoned for only with equally harrowing penances, more and 
more men were undertaking the most severe penance of all, the pilgrim- 
age to the Holy Land. This was especially true after the reform move- 
ment in the Church had begun to take effect. We know of six pilgrim- 
ages in the eighth century, twelve in the ninth, sixteen in the tenth, and 
one hundred and seventeen in the eleventh, before the First Crusade. 
Seven thousand Germans, under the leadership of their bishops, are said 
to have set out for Jerusalem in 1065. Great nobles made the journey ; 
for example Fulk Nerra, count of Anjou, who visited the Holy City at 
least thrice, or Duke Robert of Normandy, the father of William the 
Conqueror. The difficulties of the journey were so great that it was at 
least an even chance that the pilgrim would die ; when the rulers of the 
Holy Land added blackmail and violence to the hazards, it seemed 
most unfair. On the whole, the Arab rulers of Syria had given adequate 
protection to the pilgrims, but the Turks were erratic in their behavior 
and even at their best could not stop the cruelty of subordinate officials 
or the raids of bandits. The large number of pilgrims, and their diffi- 
culties, gave the pope at once an interest and a reason for interference 
in the affairs of the Near East. 

There were also reasons nearer home. All the warlike nobles were not 
fighting Saracens and heathen ; there was still plenty of violence and 
plundering among Christians. The investiture struggle was still drag- 
ging on ; Henry IV had not yet met his final defeat. If the Church could 
remove some of the more belligerent nobles, it would have a better chance 
of carrying on its work of establishing peace and order in Europe. If it 
could create a European army under papal control, it would definitely 
assert its leadership and deprive the Emperor of his old position as the 
most important political figure on the continent. 

The occasion for acting on these ideas came in 1095. The reigning 
pope. Urban II, had called a great council at Piacenza to consider re- 
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forms. At this council envoys of Alexius Comnenus, the Eastern em- 
peror, appeared and asked for aid. Historians have long disputed as to 
what aid Alexius requested, and indeed, whether an official embassy was 
ever sent. It seems fairly certain that Alexius did ask for help, but 
apparently he wanted nothing more than a few thousand mercenaries. 
There were many laymen at the council and he may have hoped that the 
pope would encourage some of them to enlist in his army. Urban, how- 
ever, saw the opportunity for a great stroke of diplomacy and began to 
make plans in which Alexius’ needs played only a minor role. He con- 
sulted leaders in southern France, a region which had more than its share 
of turbulent nobles and also close contacts with Cluny and Spain. En- 
couraged by what he heard, he called a council to meet at Clermont in 
Auvergne in the late fall. Great throngs gathered, brought together by 
the rumor of some great undertaking, and no building could hold the 
people who wanted to hear the pope. At Clermont, in the open air, on 
25 November, 1095, Urban delivered the most effective oration recorded 
in history. 

The pope began by praising the valor of the Franks and recalling to 
them the great deeds of their ancestors. Then he spoke of the necessity 
of aiding their brethren in the East, of the appeals for help that had 
come so frequently because of the victorious advance of the Turks. He 
dwelt at length on the sufferings that were inflicted on the Christians 
and on the desecration of the holy places. He gave examples of cruelty 
and aroused deep emotions in his hearers by pointing out the manner in 
which the places they held most sacred were being defiled. Then, empha- 
sizing the special sanctity of Jerusalem, he declared that this was God’s 
own work, that for all who participated the journey would take the place 
of all other penance. He urged them to engage in righteous warfare in- 
stead of wasting their strength and imperiling their souls by civil strife 
at home. Cruelty and greed were reducing many inhabitants of France 
to starvation. Here was an opportunity for acquiring homes in a land 
flowing with milk and honey and securing at the same time eternal 
rewards. He urged them not to let any ties prevent them from entering 
upon this holy undertaking in which Christ himself would be their 
leader. 

This speech aroused the utmost enthusiasm and thousands pressed 
forward to take the cross. Urban seems to have been surprised at his own 
success ; not only men of military age but cripples, women, and children 
clamored to take part in the great pilgrimage. The pope found it neces- 
sary to check the excessive enthusiasm by ordering that women should 
not go without the consent of their husbands, that priests and monks 
should not go without the consent of their superiors, and that old men 
and children should not go at all. But he was powerless to stay the flood 
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that he had released. From beginning to end, the First Crusade was 
encumbered by hosts of non-combatants. 

After Clermont, Urban preached the crusade in other places, but his 
task soon became one of organization rather than propaganda. He needed 
great lords to command the divisions of the army, and knights to fight 
under their orders, not a motley crowd of pilgrims. His first great suc- 
cess came the day after the speech, when ambassadors of Count Ray- 
mond of Toulouse, the most powerful lord of the South, came to say 
that their lord had taken the cross. Gradually others joined in, Duke 
Robert of Normandy, Duke Godfrey of Lorraine, Hugh the Great, 
brother of the king of France, Count Robert of Flanders, the wealthy 
Count Stephen of Blois, and two Norman princes from southern Italy, 
Bohemond and Tancred. Fighting men slowly gathered around these 
leaders ; it was said that some came from the uttermost islands of the 
sea and indicated by signs their desire to take part in the crusade. The 
work of organizing the armies and planning their lines of march took 
time, and Urban wanted to delay the departure of the crusaders until 
the late summer of 1096. 

The crusade was more than a political and military project; it was 
a phase of the great religious revival of the eleventh century. Men were 
no longer content with mere negative virtues; they wanted to make 
spectacular sacrifices for their faith. Even the pope could not control 
the tremendous emotional response to the idea of the crusade. Wander- 
ing preachers seized upon it and used it as a text for their revival meet- 
ings. They paid no attention to the practical problems which it involved ; 
they looked upon it as an act of faith and piety. They assured their hear- 
ers that the infidels would flee without resistance from the banner of the 
cross and that walled towns would fall like Jericho before the pilgrim 
host. The most successful of these preachers was Peter the Hermit, who 
was formerly given credit for the whole movement. It is now perfectly 
clear that Peter had nothing to do with initiating the crusade, but he 
was very effective in popularizing it. He went through a large part of 
France, mounted upon a mule, preaching wherever he could find an 
audience. His arms and feet were bare, he ate very little, he preached 
repentance, and he soon came to be regarded as a saint. “Even the hairs 
were snatched from his mule to be preserved as relics.” Throngs of peo- 
ple surrounded him, and when he reached Cologne in March, 1096, 
thousands had determined to follow him on his crusade. 

Peter’s followers were largely from the lower and middle classes, many 
peasants, some knights, and no great lords. They could not understand 
the pope’s reasons for delay and insisted on an immediate start. Two 
bands, each numbering some thousands, set out in the spring of 1096 
and marched across Germany, through Hungary and Bulgaria, and 
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down to Constantinople. The first band had a remarkably successful 
march, but the second, which Peter led, was inclined to pillage instead 
of paying for its provisions. The Eastern peoples could not see that this 
was the will of God, and Peter’s group was severely handled, especially 
by the Bulgarians. When the bands arrived at Constantinople the em- 
peror was disagreeably surprised. Instead of the soldiers for whom he 
had asked, he was burdened with a poverty-stricken horde of untrained 
peasants. However, he tried to treat them decently, giving them a camp 
site near Constantinople and warning them not to advance into the 
enemies’ territory. Unfortunately, some were unruly and fought with 
the Greeks, others could not pay for their provisions, and some were even 
accused of stealing lead from the roof of a church in order to sell it. 
Alexius soon felt that he had to get rid of them and shipped them across 
the straits, with one last warning to leave the Turks alone. They were 
too sure of their holy mission to pay much attention to this advice, and 
their chronic shortage of food practically forced them to pillage Turkish 
territory. The Turks immediately assembled an army, fell on the pil- 
grims, and almost exterminated them. 

Other popular leaders had even worse luck. The people of the Danube 
route were thoroughly annoyed with these pious plunderers, and cut to 
pieces several bands which tried to march through their lands. As usual, 
there were demagogues and hypocrites who used a religious movement 
for their own purposes. Some of the Rhineland leaders turned the cru- 
sade against the Jews, with the plausible argument that they were just 
as much infidels as the Turks, and a great deal easier to attack. Conscien- 
tious churchmen tried to prevent this perversion of the crusading ideal, 
but the mobs could not be stopped. The Rhineland Jews were robbed 
and massacred, much to the profit of the leaders of the bands. These 
excesses, however, completed the work of discrediting the unorganized 
crusades, and they were never again such a problem. 

Meanwhile, the real armies were getting under way. They left at 
different times in the summer and fall of 1096 and followed different 
routes, planning to meet at Constantinople. Godfrey took the Danube 
road, through Hungary and Bulgaria to the Greek Empire. Raymond of 
Toulouse chose the terribly difficult route across Italy, around the head 
of the Adriatic, and through the mountains to Greece. Robert of Nor- 
mandy, Robert of Flanders, Hugh the Great and Bohemond all crossed 
over from Italy to Greece by ship, but at different times'. All made their 
march with reasonable success, though they could not always keep 
their men from plundering and lost some stragglers as a result. Count 
Raymond had the greatest difficulty, since he passed through the wild- 
est country, and he was finally compelled to terrify the mountaineers 
into submission. His chronicler also complains of the fog, which, he 
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says, was so thick that it could be cut with a knife. Bohemond, who had 
had experience fighting in Greece, knew the country well and took his 
troops through with little trouble. 

One by one the armies arrived at Constantinople. This was as far as 
their plans carried them, and serious difficulties now arose. To begin 
with, the attitude of the emperor was not entirely encouraging. He had 
asked for aid, but had not expected to have any such armies turned 
loose in his empire. He knew that the Westerners both despised and 
envied the Greeks. Bohemond and his father Robert Guiscard had al- 
most succeeded in conquering his western provinces a few years before, 
and if the Normans alone could threaten the Empire, what would hap- 
pen when they were reinforced by thousands of other barbarians? Gib- 
bon has compared Alexius’ plight to that of the “shepherd who was 
ruined by the accomplishment of his own wishes: he had prayed for 
water; the Ganges was turned into his grounds, and his cottage was 
swept away by the inundation.’’lfYet, while the emperor feared the 
crusaders, he also wished to make use of them. Consequently, he en- 
deavored by cunning, by violence, or by bribery, to win each leader over 
to his cause. He was aided by the fact that they arrived one by one and 
so could not present a united front against him.\ All the leaders were 
finally brought to take an oath that if they should conquer cities that 
had once belonged to the Greek Empire, they would restore them to 
Alexius. The emperor in turn promised that be would aid them in their 
crusade. » 

Another difficulty was that the leaders did not trust each other. Count 
Raymond of Toulouse was described as being “fanatical as a monk and 
land-greedy as a Norman.” Bohemond and Tancred were shrewd and 
unscrupulous, and were dreaming of founding new Norman principal- 
ities in the East. Godfrey of Bouillon, duke of Lorraine, was honest and 
a hard fighter, but he was not able to dominate the other leaders. His 
brother Baldwin was an abler politician, but was also more selfish. 
Robert of Normandy was improvident and not very energetic; Hugh 
the Great seems to have been even weaker. The official head of the cru- 
sade was Bishop Adhemar of Le Puy, who had been the first to take the 
cross at Clermont and had been made the papal legate. He was a very 
able man, but it taxed even his gifts to keep peace among leaders of 
such different temperaments. He could not issue orders ; he could only 
reason and persuade. Considering everything, it was a miracle that the 
crusaders worked together as well as they did. 

They had one great advantage on their side. The Turkish Empire, 
created only a few years before, was already falling apart. Each local 
ruler was suspicious of his neighbors and unwilling to give them aid. 
Moreover, Syria was claimed by both the Turks and the Arab rulers of 
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Egypt, and neither party had a very solid footing there. Consequently, 
the crusaders never had to face the united opposition of the Moham- 
medans of the East and many petty rulers surrendered to them without 
a struggle. 

Their first military undertaking was against the city of Nicaea, where 
all the army finally gathered in the summer of 1097. The crusaders be- 
sieged the city and brought it to the point of surrender. Just as they were 
rejoicing over the prospects of pillage, they saw the emperor’s flag wav- 
ing from a city tow’er. The inhabitants had preferred to surrender to him 
in order to avoid the horrors of a sack. Many of the crusaders were an- 
noyed and all their old fear of Greek trickery was revived. The emperor 
tried to calm them by giving money freely to the leaders and, as one 
chronicler derisively described it, some brass coins to the common people. 
Consequently, they departed, “some with kindly feelings and others 
with different emotions.” Stephen of Blois wrote home exultantly to his 
wife that the emperor had given him more money than he got with her 
dowry. Others, however, were sure that the emperor was merely trying 
to use them for his own purposes and that he had no interest in the 
recovery of the Holy Land. 

After the fall of Nicaa, the emperor remained behind to complete the 
reconquest of western Asia Minor, while the crusaders pushed directly 
overland toward Antioch. The journey was exceedingly difficult, due to 
lack of water and provisions, and they eventually split their force into 
two divisions in order to make foraging easier. This was the opportunity 
for which the Turks had been waiting. On the 4th of July they swooped 
down on one division at Dorylaeum and almost overwhelmed it.|As usual 
in a medieval army, the.crusaders had paid almost no attention to com- 
munications, and it was more or less by chance that the second division 
came up in time to rescue the first. The leaders fought so heroically that 
they redeemed their error in tactics; the Turks were completely de- 
feated, and the road to Antioch was left wide open. # 

This victory, however, merely created new problems. As the cru- 
saders approached the southern coast of Asia Minor, they found them- 
selves far ahead of the emperor, in a friendly land full of Armenians 
and other Christians, where there was practically no government. The 
temptation was almost irresistible for men brought up in the feudal 
tradition. Leaders began to stake claims to various cities and quarreled 
bitterly with each other, with the emperor’s representatives, and with 
the more pious crusaders who wanted to push straight on to Jerusalem. 
In the end most of these claims were abandoned, but one important 
territory was acquired at this time. Godfrey’s brother Baldwin was 
called to Edessa by the Armenians of the town. He arrived there with 
a handful of knights, but was soon able to make himself ruler of the 
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city and surrounding territories. The county of Edessa, which he created, 
was of great strategic value. Located right in the middle of the fertile 
crescent, it effectively blocked all Mohammedan reinforcements from 
the East as long as it was in Christian hands. Yet, valuable as Edessa 
was, Baldwin’s example was a bad one. He had deserted the army with- 
out consulting his fellow-leaders, and if others had been successful in 
imitating him, the army would have dissolved in Asia Minor. As it was, 
the host reached Antioch, but not until late in the year 1098. 

Antioch was the key to Syria, but the capture of the city was an 
arduous task. The crusading host was too small to blockade it effectively, 
so that there could be no question of starving it into surrender. More- 
over, discipline was bad, and the army was improvident. In the first 
week of the siege they ate up most of their provisions and wasted their 
time in riotous living. Then, as food began to be scarce, they repented 
humbly for their sins, sent away the evil women, and prayed for divine 
aid. There seemed little chance of success, but Bohemond found that 
an Armenian who commanded one of the towers of the city wall was 
willing to listen to financial arguments. After making sure of the traitor, 
Bohemond proposed to the other leaders that whoever found a way of 
capturing the city should be allowed to keep it as a principality. As soon 
as they agreed, Bohemond led his men to the Armenian’s tower, a rope 
ladder was let down, and the crusaders were soon on the city walls. They 
opened the gates, and Antioch was captured. 

The army found ample provisions in the city and once again devoted 
itself to feasting and other excesses. They did not even attempt to cap- 
ture the citadel at the upper end of the town, which was still held by the 
Turks. Meanwhile a Turkish prince, named Kerbogha, came up with a 
large army and invested the city. Caught between the relieving army and 
the Turks in the citadel, the crusaders were in a desperate position. 
Their provisions were soon exhausted, and men fortunate enough to 
catch rats sold them for pieces of gold. Peter the Hermit, Stephen of 
Blois, and others attempted to escape by letting themselves down from 
the city walls by ropes. They were called contemptuously the “rope- 
dancers.” Peter was captured and brought back, but Stephen of Blois 
made good his escape and, going northward, met the Greek emperor, 
who was hastening down with an army. Stephen, to justify his own 
flight, made the position of the crusaders seem absolutely hopeless, so 
Alexius retreated and left them to their fate. To the crusaders this was 
the final proof of his treachery, and their natural indignation led to a 
series of incidents which made further cooperation with the Eastern 
Empire almost impossible. 

Meanwhile a certain peasant, Peter Bartholomew, had a series of 
visions, in w'hich he learned that the Holy Lance was buried in a church 
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in Antioch. This lance was the one which had pierced the Saviour’s side 
as he hung upon the cross. The peasant went at first to Bishop Adhemar, 
who would not believe his story, and then went to Count Raymond, who 
was more credulous. Men dug all day in the designated place and as 
night was falling Peter jumped into the hole and came up with the 
Lance. Most of the leaders seem to have felt very doubtful about the 
authenticity of the relic, but after due deliberation they decided that it 
was worth using to arouse the army’s enthusiasm. They also decided 
that it was better to sally out and fight while they were still strong 
enough to bear their weapons. Consequently, they marched out against 
the enemy with Bishop Adhemar bearing the Lance. Kerbogha was 
miraculously stupid. Instead of cutting them to pieces as they came out 
of the city, he allowed them to emerge safely and to secure an excellent 
defensive position where their flanks could not be turned by his larger 
force. His attack failed and the crusaders began to advance. The Turk- 
ish leaders, who were all political rivals, began to fear treachery, some 
of them started to run away, and when their line broke the battle was 
won. Kerbogha’s army was practically annihilated, and no Mohamme- 
dan force was left in the North which could protect Jerusalem. 

As usual, prosperity was bad for the crusaders. Bohemond took over 
Antioch, not without a good deal of back-biting. Other leaders began 
scurrying around looking for principalities which they could annex. 
Bishop Adhemar died, and no one was left with enough authority to 
keep peace. Disputes broke out as to the genuineness of the Holy Lance, 
and the crusaders were almost ready to fight about it. Count Raymond 
still believed in it, but the other leaders, after having used it in their 
hour of need, were now skeptical. Finally it was agreed to test Peter 
Bartholomew’s honesty by the ordeal of fire. Raymond’s chaplain, who 
believed in the Lance, describes the ceremony as follows : 

The leaders and the people to the number of fifty thousand came together; 
the priests were there also with bare feet, clothed in ecclesiastical garments. 
The invocation was made: “If Omnipotent God has spoken to this man face 
to face, and the blessed Andrew has shown him our Lord’s Lance while he 
was keeping his vigil, let him go through the fire unharmed. But if it is 
false, let him be burned, together with the Lance which he is to carry in 
his hand.” And all responded on bended knees, “Amen.” The fire was grow- 
ing so hot that the flames shot up thirty cubits into the air, and scarcely 
anyone dared approach it. Then Peter Bartholomew, clothed only in his 
tunic, and kneeling before the bishop of Albar, called God to witness that 
he had seen him face to face on the cross, and that he had heard from him 
those words above written. . . . Then, when the bishop had placed the 
Lance in his hand, he kneeled and made the sign of the cross, and entered 
the fire with the Lance, firm and unterrified. For an instant’s time he paused 
in the midst of the flames, and then by the grace of God passed through. . . . 
But when Peter emerged from the fire so that neither his tunic was burned 
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nor even the thin cloth with which the Lance was wrapped up had shown 
any sign of damage, the whole people received him after he had made over 
them the sign of the cross with the Lance in his hand and cried “God aid 
us!” All the people, I say, threw themselves upon him and dragged him 
to the ground, and trampled on him, each one wishing to get a piece of his 
garment, and each thinking him near some one else. And so he received three 
or four wounds in the legs where the flesh was torn away, his back was in- 
jured, and his side bruised. Peter had died on the spot, as we believe, had 
not Raymond Pelet, a brave and noble soldier, broken through the wild 
crowd with a band of friends and rescued him at the peril of their lives. 
. . . After this Peter died in peace at the hour appointed to him by God, 
and journeyed to the Lord; and he was buried in the place where he had 
carried the Lance of the Lord through the fire. 

The test, however, did not convince Peter’s opponents, who main- 
tained that he had died of burns, and the quarrels continued. Finally the 
rank and file, more anxious to live up to their vows than the leaders, 
forced Raymond to promise to lead them to Jerusalem. Most of the 
other leaders accompanied him, but Bohemond remained in Antioch, 
and Baldwin in Edessa. The remnant of the army arrived before Jeru- 
salem on 7 June, 1099. At first they hoped that the walls of Jerusalem 
would fall as those of Jericho, and they marched barefoot around the 
city, blowing their horns. Finally, by desperate valor, they succeeded 
in storming the walls, and the city fell into their hands on IS July. Then 
followed one of the bloodiest and most pitiless massacres in history. The 
leaders wrote to the pope ; “And if you desire to know what was done 
with the enemy who were found there, know that in Solomon’s Porch 
and in his Temple our men rode in the blood of the Saracens up to the 
knees of their horses.” And in the evening, weary of slaughter, covered 
with blood, the crusaders marched to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre 
where they thanked God for his infinite mercy. 

The capture of the city raised a new set of problems. Was Jerusalem 
to be a secular kingdom or was it to become Church property like Rome ? 
The clergy, of course, wanted the latter solution, but the papal legate 
was dead and no one else had sufficient authority to enforce their wishes. 
Then, if there was to be a lay ruler, which leader should obtain the 
coveted position ? After a long period of secret negotiations, Godfrey of 
Bouillon was finally chosen “baron and defender of the Holy Sepulchre.” 
This title was less annoying to the clergy than that of king and also 
gave Godfrey little authority over the other leaders. But it was only a 
provisional solution, and when Godfrey died in the summer of 1100 the 
whole question was reopened. The newly chosen patriarch of Jerusalem, 
leader of the clergy, tried to call in Bohemond, but he had just been 
taken prisoner by the Moslems. Meanwhile, Godfrey’s party sent mes- 
sengers to Baldwin of Edessa, who had been designated as heir by his 
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brother. Baldwin, “grieving somewhat at his brother’s death, but re- 
joicing much more over the inheritance,” set out for Jerusalem. He in- 
sisted on having the title and power of a king, and after some hesitation 
he was finally recognized by the patriarch. Thus Jerusalem became a 
feudal kingdom, with institutions copied from those of the West. 

Setting up a kingdom was hard enough; holding it was even more 
difficult. Most of the crusaders rushed home as soon as they had com- 
pleted their pilgrimage, and Baldwin was left with only a handful of 
knights. The only thing that saved him was the extreme disunion of his 
enemies. Jerusalem was in the zone where the influence of the Egyp- 
tians neutralized that of the Turks; every petty Moslem ruler was 
striving for independence, and an able king could play one off against 
another and so preserve the Christian state. Baldwin realized that he 
would have to live in friendship with many of the natives and he set an 
example of tolerance in repopulating Jerusalem. As the original inhab- 
itants had been massacred when the city was taken, outsiders had to be 
called in, and Baldwin offered privileges and freedom of trade to all, 
without distinction of race or creed. Thus the few Europeans were 
forced to live in close association with Greeks, Syrians, Armenians, 
Saracens, and others. 

From the point of view of geography, the Christian holdings were 
almost indefensible. Their length, from the extreme north in Edessa to 
the extreme southern point of Palestine, was somewhat more than five 
hundred miles; but their breadth was in many places less than fifty 
miles. The Christians never conquered all the inhabited country between 
the sea and the desert ; indeed it was only gradually that they took all the 
important coastal cities. Thus there were always Mohammedan forts 
in the back country, and there was always an easy line of communica- 
tions between Mohammedans of the north and those of the south. There 
was no stronghold of the Christians that was not within a day’s ride of 
the enemy ; the two peoples were always face to face. 

Close contact with the Mohammedans caused a great change in the 
feelings of the Christians. The preachers of the crusade had taught them 
contempt for the cowardly infidels, but in their first battles they learned 
to respect the bravery of their enemies, and this paved the way for more 
intimate relations. In their constant strife with each other, the Moham- 
medans welcomed assistance from the Christians, and the latter, who 
soon quarreled among themselves, were not slow to seek aid in turn from 
the infidels. Soon alliances between the Franks (tlie generic name for 
all Europeans in the Near East) and the Mohammedans became fre- 
quent. Both peoples were very fond of hunting, but this sport was im- 
possible if every chase was liable to lead into an ambush. So hunting 
agreements were made by antagonists who lived near each other, and 
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hunting parties were freed from the danger of attack. The Franks had 
taken with them to the Holy Land their horses, hawks, and dogs. Very 
soon enthusiastic sportsmen among both peoples were comparing the 
merits of their animals and making trades. There was a good deal of 
visiting back and forth and some close friendships were formed between 
the adherents of rival religions. 

There were never enough Franks to cultivate the land, or to build 
the necessary fortresses and churches. Native workmen had to be em- 
ployed, and they had to be well treated, since it was always easy to 
escape from Frankish territory. Usually native overseers were given 
full authority over the workmen, and there was no interference with 
native customs or religions. In the second half of the twelfth century a 
Mohammedan traveler bemoaned the fact that his co-religionists pre- 
ferred to work for the Franks because they received better treatment 
and more exact justice. 

Close association with the natives led to adoption of new customs by 
men of the West. First of all, they began to wear the costumes of the 
country because they were more comfortable and frequently more hand- 
some than their own. They acquired new tastes in food, and especially 
learned to need sugar and spices. They preferred Oriental houses, with 
their cool courts and running water, to anything they had known at 
home. As they became better acquainted with the natives, they recog- 
nized the superior knowledge of the Mohammedans in certain fields. In 
medicine, for example, they soon learned to prefer Mohammedan doctors, 
who had mastered the learning of the ancient world and added observa- 
tions of their own, while Christian physicians were still struggling to 
acquire the rudiments of their profession. But the most striking illus- 
tration of the effect of the association between the different races is to 
be found in popular religious ideas. A wonder-working virgin was wor- 
shiped by Christians, Mohammedans, and Jews. Certain shrines were 
held holy by all races. Moslems said their prayers in Christian chapels. 
The intense feeling against heresy and schism, which was so strong in 
the West, was almost non-existent among the Franks in the East. Dif- 
ferent sects worshiped in the same church, and once some bishops 
of the Roman Church actually consecrated a bishop of a schismatic 
church. 

By adapting themselves to the country and by learning to get on 
with the natives, the crusaders who remained in the Near East were 
able to overcome many disadvantages. Their numbers were small, and 
their allegiance was divided among several overlords who were seldom 
friendly. The rivalries of the First Crusade persisted ; the kings of Jeru- 
salem descended from Baldwin, the counts of Tripoli of the house of 
Raymond of Toulouse, the Norman princes of Antioch, and the counts 
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of Edessa quarreled just as their ancestors had done. Moreover, in each 
of these larger states there were feudal lords who, after the manner of 
their kind, resented all higher authority. But the Mohammedans were 
even more divided, and the first two kings of Jerusalem, Baldwin I 
(1100-1118) and Baldwin II (1118-1131), were able to conquer almost 
all the seaports and to extend the kingdom to the south and east. To 
secure the seaports, the aid of the Italian cities was necessary, since they 
were the only Christian states with fleets in the Mediterranean. Thus 
Arsuf and Caesarea were conquered in 1101 by the aid of the Genoese, 
who had bargained for a third of the booty and for a section of the city 
to be under their administration. Similar terms were demanded and 
obtained by the Pisans and the Venetians when they aided in the capture 
of other towns. Thus a new Frankish element was added to the popula- 
tion of the kingdom, and the Mediterranean trade of the Italian cities 
was increased. The Itaiians, however, were not very helpful to the king 
after the coast was occupied. Their autonomy meant that he had no 
authority in parts of each coastal city, and their interest in trade led 
them to desire peace rather than further conquests. Additional territory 
in the interior could be gained only when the royal army was reinforced 
by bands of pilgrims who came for a few months. These men were often 
good fighters, but the king had no authority over them, and they never 
stayed in the Holy Land long enough for extensive campaigns. The two 
military orders, the Templars and the Hospitalers, whose rise will be 
discussed elsewhere, were a great aid when they cooperated ; but they 
were independent of the king, and in time came to be such bitter rivals 
that they could not be trusted to work together. Even with the enemy 
divided, it took great ability on the part of the kings to gain territory 
with such fluctuating and untrustworthy forces. 

Unfortunately for the Christians, the Moslems were not to remain 
divided. An able general, Imad-ed-din Zangi, began to conquer the petty 
states of Syria and the country to the northeast, and eventually gained 
enough power to attack the Franks. In 1144 he struck at their weakest 
point, the outlying county of Edessa. The city was strongly fortified but 
weakly defended, and was captured after a siege of only four weeks. All 
the northern Mohammedans could now unite, and every Christian state 
was exposed to sudden attacks from the rear. 

The news of the fall of Edessa made a deep impression on the people 
of Europe. A new reform movement, under the leadership of St. Bernard 
of Clairvaux, was sweeping the continent, and once more a crusade 
seemed a logical means of carrying out many of the reforms. St. Bernard 
was ordered by the pope to preach the crusade, and he was fairly suc- 
cessful, though there was not the overwhelming response that there had 
been in 1095. Louis VII of P' ranee took the cross, and Bernard eventually 
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succeeded in winning over Conrad III of Germany, much to the latter’s 
surprise. In fact Conrad described his conversion to the crusading cause 
as “a miracle of miracles." The two armies started out in 1147, but dur- 
ing the difficult passage across Asia Minor most of Conrad’s troops were 
killed. When the two kings reached Jerusalem they decided to attack 
Damascus. Possession of this town would have cut the inside route 
whereby the Moslems reinforced each other and would almost have made 
up for the loss of Edessa. But the kings were given either bad or trai- 
torous advice and as a result the siege was a complete failure. After 
lengthy recriminations, Conrad and Louis went home in disgust, and 
the crusading zeal of the West was chilled for a generation. 

The failure of the Second Crusade meant that no effective obstacles 
could be placed in the way of the growing union of the Moslems. Zangi 
was succeeded by his son Nureddin, an even abler ruler who added 
Damascus to the family possessions. When Nureddin died in 1174 an 
even greater danger arose. Saladin, who had already conquered Egypt, 
extended his power over the Moslems of the North, so that the Christian 
states were surrounded by his territories. He began to nibble at the 
possessions of the crusaders, and succeeded in taking some of their 
castles. The Christians were now more divided than the Mohammedans, 
and they were as usual short of men. Moreover, many of their leaders 
had been born in the East, and seemed to lack the vigor of the early 
adventurers from the West. This was especially true of the royal family, 
which was failing to produce male heirs. When only daughters were 
left, there was a mad scramble for their hands, and the disputes of rival 
claimants to the throne destroyed what unity was left. 

The final catastrophe was caused by these quarrels among the Chris- 
tians. Count Raymond of Tripoli, who advocated peace with the Mos- 
lems, made a truce with Saladin while acting as regent of the kingdom. 
Then a king was installed who was hostile to the peace party headed by 
Raymond, and the truce was promptly broken by the commander of a 
border castle. This made Saladin feel that he could not live in peace 
with his Christian neighbors, and he determined to make a great effort 
to break their power. All the Christians united to meet the danger, but 
quarrels broke out again in the army. Count Raymond was trusted 
neither by the king, whose accession to the throne he had tried to block, 
nor by the grand-master of the Templars. He was suspected of being 
unduly friendly with Saladin and as a result his sound advice was neg- 
lected. The Christians took up an unfavorable position and in the en- 
suing battle of Hattin they were completely defeated. The king and his 
leaders were captured, and so the kingdom was left without any real 
means of defense. One stronghold after another surrendere'd, and finally 
Saladin moved on Jerusalem itself. On 3 October, 1187, the Holy City 
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fell to the Moslem leader, after the Christians had held it for eighty-eight 
years. 

The fall of Jerusalem was a tremendous shock to Europe. The pope 
seized the opportunity to make peace among the warring monarchs of 
Europe, especially between the kings of France and England, who had 
been fighting during most of the twelfth century. Henry II of England 
and his son Richard, Philip Augustus of France, and Frederick Bar- 
barossa of Germany all took the cross. It was realized that a long- 
continued effort would be necessary to defeat a ruler as powerful as 
Saladin, and the pope urged the crusading leaders to raise large sums 
of money to support their armies. As a result, the so-called Saladin tithe 
was imposed in France and England, a uniform national tax which re- 
called the methods of the Roman Empire. This tax was paid both by 
the clergy and by all laymen who had any appreciable amount of prop- 
erty. Though levied for the benefit of Christendom rather than that of 
the kings, it formed a precedent which was not forgotten in either coun- 
try. From that time on the kings of France and England tried to substi- 
tute taxes on the clergy and on lay property-holders for their old feudal 
revenues. 

The Third Crusade was well planned, well financed, and was led by 
the three most powerful rulers of the West. Richard was the best gen- 
eral of his day, Philip Augustus was the best diplomat, and Frederick 
Barbarossa had shown great ability in both fields. Yet with so much 
in its favor the Third Crusade was cursed by an almost unbroken series 
of misfortunes. Henry II and Philip began to fight again in spite of their 
crusading vows. This war ended with the death of Henry in 1189, but 
meanwhile Frederick had set out alone for the East. He marched into 
Asia Minor without difficulty, but was drowned while bathing in a 
small brook. Perhaps the chill of the water gave the old emperor a heart 
attack ; perhaps he was swept away by a sudden freshet. His death ended 
the crusading zeal of his followers. Most of them returned home to look 
after their interests, and only a small number continued the expedition. 

Meanwhile Richard, now king of England, and Philip Augustus set 
out together by sea. Richard was really interested in the crusade, but 
he was even more interested in fighting every one he met. Philip hated 
the crusade into which he had been forced by public opinion ; he was 
anxious to get back to his work of increasing the French royal domain. 
The two kings quarreled bitterly while they were resting in Sicily and 
Philip sailed at once for Palestine. Richard proceeded more leisurely, 
acquiring several new enemies on the way. He first quarreled with 
Tancred of Sicily and then promised to support him against the new 
emperor Henry VI, thus gaining the latter’s ill will. He married a 
poverty-stricken Spanish princess who brought him no dowry and gave 
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him no heirs. He conquered Cyprus from a relative of the Eastern Em- 
peror and so turned the Greeks against him. Then he was ready to join 
the other crusaders at the siege of Acre. 

This city was the most important port of Palestine, and the Christians 
had to take it before they could hope to regain other territories. Saladin 
was watching the Christian camp and attempting to rescue Acre, but 
the crusaders had sufficient strength to hold him off. Acre, however, was 
so well fortified that the siege dragged on for many weary months, and 
the crusaders came to hate each other almost as much as they did the 
Moslems. The enmity between Philip and Richard spread to their fol- 
lowers, and conditions became so bad that it was not safe to lead the 
English and French forces into action at the same time, lest they turn 
their weapons against each other. Richard also quarreled with the duke 
of Austria, and thus completed his work of alienating every important 
ruler from the Bosporus to the Bay of Biscay. The walls of Acre had to 
be torn down almost stone by stone; Richard offered a large sum for 
every stone dislodged, and so encouraged his followers to great deeds 
of valor. Finally the defenses of the city were so weakened that it sur- 
rendered on 12 July, 1191, after a siege of over twenty-one months. 

During the progress of the siege some Germans had made awnings 
from sails and had turned their vessels into hospitals to care for the 
wounded. Their work was greatly admired, and ftom this humble be- 
ginning grew the great Teutonic Order. But this order, unlike those of 
the Temple and the Hospital, soon transferred its operations to Europe. 
It became the spear-head of the German drive to the East, and slowly 
conquered Baltic territories from the heathen Wends and Prussians. 
The present German province of East Prussia corresponds roughly to 
the territories which the Teutonic Order first occupied. 

Another event of the siege throws some light on the ideals of the 
knights of the West. The Third Crusade is famous in romantic literature, 
and Richard is equally famous as the best knight of the late twelfth 
century. Richard did treat Saladin with respect; the two exchanged 
messages and presents, though they never met. But this same chivalrous 
Richard executed 2700 captives, taken at the surrender of Acre, because 
the ransom promised for them was not paid at the appointed time. The 
massacre was especially reprehensible since Saladin had released the 
prisoners captured in Jerusalem in 1187, even though the ransom de- 
manded for them was not completely paid. 

After the fall of Acre little was accomplished. Philip slipped away 
home and was soon making all the trouble he could for Richard, en- 
couraging rebellions against him in England and attacking his French 
possessions. Richard remained, fighting bravely, but unable to make 
much headway against Saladin’s superior forces. He did become a 
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legendary figure in Moslem as well as Christian folk-lore ; when an Arab 
horse shied without cause, his rider said that he had seen Richard in 
the bushes; when a babe cried the mother threatened him with King 
Richard. But these personal triumphs did not make the Third Crusade 
a success, and Richard finally found it necessary to make peace, since 
his affairs at home were going very badly. Saladin was also anxious for 
peace and offered fairly good terms. By a truce made in September, 1192, 
it was agreed that pilgrims could enter Jerusalem freely, and the rem- 
nant of the Christian kingdom was secured for a time from attack. This 
truce and the capture of Acre prolonged the life of the kingdom of 
Jerusalem for another century, but it remained a mere strip of seacoast 
with no military strength. 

The final episode of the crusade was the capture and ransoming of 
Richard. Instead of returning home by sea, which was safe but slow, 
Richard tried to rush across Europe in disguise. He was recognized and 
captured by the duke of Austria, whom he had offended at the siege of 
Acre. The emperor Henry VI, who had his own reasons for disliking 
Richard, compelled the duke to hand over the illustrious prisoner. Philip 
Augustus of France, who hated Richard even more than the German 
rulers, offered huge sums if Henry would prolong the king’s captivity. 
Henry was not quite ready to do this, but he did demand an enormous 
ransom from Richard, even though every crusader was supposed to be 
safe from his enemies during his travels. Richard had to promise to pay 
£100,000 — more than three times the normal annual revenue of Eng- 
land. To obtain this money new general taxes had to be imposed through- 
out England. Thus the ransom really aided the monarchy, in the long 
run, by giving it another precedent for taxation, however embarrassing 
it was for Richard. The ransom payment was also embarrassing for the 
papacy, since it showed that it could not enforce its rules giving im- 
munity to crusaders. In fact, the whole Third Crusade demonstrated the 
limitations of the papal program. The crusading ideal gave the papacy 
an excuse for intervening in European politics, but it was not a strong 
enough ideal to enable the papacy to impose its settlement of political 
questions. The crusade had not stopped the enmity between France and 
England, nor had it produced a general peace in Europe. In fact, the 
crusade had failed because the leaders could not forget their old quarrels ' 
and because they had begun new disputes in the very face of the enemy. 
The papacy continued to use the crusade as an argument for European 
peace and as an excuse for intervening in European diplomacy — tactics 
which were occasionally very successful. But the hope that a united 
Christendom would place all its military forces at the disposal of the 
pope and fight only under his direction was definitely ended by the re- 
sults of the Third Crusade. 
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3. The Reform Movement in the Twelfth Century 

The religious revival which had begun in the eleventh century con- 
tinued to be one of the most important features of twelfth century civili- 
zation. The monks were still the leaders, both in encouraging popular 
piety and in aiding the papacy to increase its control of the administra- 
tion of the Church. The same impulse which sent thousands on the cru- 
sade sent thousands of other men and women into monasteries. In fact, 
after the first wave of crusading enthusiasm had spent itself, many felt 
that it was more salutary to enter a monastery than to go to the Holy 
Land, where worldly temptations were not lacking. As a result there was 
a great increase in the number of monks and nuns, and many new orders 
were founded. 

The influence of the Congregation of Cluny remained very great. Most 
of the new orders followed its policy of grouping many establishments 
under one head, in order to preserve discipline and increase their in- 
fluence. Eventually even the Benedictine monasteries, which had had 
no common bond, were grouped into congregations which had general 
assemblies and regular inspection by “papal visitors.” But while the 
organization of Cluny was copied, many of the reformers felt that its 
discipline was not sufficiently severe. The original Benedictine rule had 
made large allowance for human frailty, and Cluny had done little more 
than demand strict observance of the Benedictine rule. This was not 
enough to satisfy the new desire for a life of great asceticism, and the 
more earnest monks of the period wanted higher standards which would 
demand greater sacrifices. 

This movement toward greater asceticism began in Italy in the 
eleventh century with the foundation of the order of Camaldoli. This 
order was composed of hermits living in detached cells, with as little 
social life as possible. It gave effective aid to the popes in their efforts 
toward reform. A little later, the order of Vallombrosa was established, 
which made an innovation in monastic practice by separating the monks 
into choir brothers and lay brothers. The latter were those who from 
lack of education were unable to chant the offices. To them was assigned 
the rougher work, so that the choir brethren might have more leisure for 
study, contemplation, and prayer. This division of duties was adopted 
by other orders, but it sometimes caused trouble. In the order of Gram- 
mont, the choir brothers complained that the lay brothers tried to domi- 
nate them, even in purely spiritual matters, and enforced their orders 
by cutting off supplies. 

In France the order of Carthusians was established toward the close 
of the eleventh century in the mountains near Grenoble. It had the repu- 
tation of requiring a more austere mode of life than any other order ; its 
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monks were not allowed to speak except in case of necessity. Peter the 
Venerable, abbot of Cluny, described their life as follows : 

Their dress is meaner and poorer than that of other monks, so short and 
scanty and so rough that the very sight affrights one. They wear coarse hair- 
shirts next their skin; fast almost perpetually; eat only bean-bread; whether 
sick or well never touch flesh ; never buy fish but eat it if given them as an 
alms; eat eggs on Sunda}^ and Thursdays; on Tuesdays and Saturdays their 
fare is pulse or herbs boiled; on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays they 
take nothing but bread and water; and they have only two meals a day, 
except within the octaves of Christmas, Easter, Whitsuntide, Epiphany and 
other festivals. Their constant occupation is praying, reading, and manual 
labor, which consists chiefly in transcribing books.^ 

In spite of this severity — possibly because of it — the order won many 
converts, both men and women. It spread to Italy, Switzerland, and 
England. In the last, its convents were known as charter-houses, a cor- 
ruption or misunderstanding of Chartreuse. Its members have boasted, 
if it is permissible to use such a term, that theirs is the only order that 
has never been reformed: Carthusia numquam rejormata, quia num~ 
quam dejormata. 

Perhaps the most influential of the new orders was that of the Cister- 
cians. This congregation, founded in 1092, soon became Cluny’s greatest 
rival and played a r61e in the twelfth century Church very like that of 
Cluny in the eleventh. This was due chiefly to two of its members — the 
Englishman Stephen Harding and Bernard of Clairvaux. The former, 
although not the founder of the order, was very influential in determin- 
ing its organization and rules. As in the Congregation of Cluny, all the 
daughter houses were subordinated to the abbot and convent of Citeaux, 
and even greater care was taken to assure uniformity in practice through- 
out the order. The Cistercian rule was stricter than that of Cluny ; in 
fact the Cistercians considered the Cluniacs rather worldly, especially in 
their fondness for fine churches and elaborate sculpture. Bernard was 
somewhat younger than Stephen Harding ; he became a Cistercian only 
in 1113. The abbot of Cluny had many more monasteries under his direc- 
tion, but Bernard soon came to have greater influence, and his order 
profited by his prestige. He is the best example of the power which the 
reforming monks enjoyed in the twelfth century. 

Bernard was of noble birth and had received an excellent education. 
At twenty-two he became a Cistercian monk and two years later was 
made abbot of Clairvaux, one of the first off-shoots of Citeaux. 

Then [says a contemporary, who wrote before Bernard’s death] the golden 
age reigned at Clairvaux. There were to be seen virtuous men, who had 
formerly been rich and honored by the world, now glorying in the poverty 

^ Translation by Abbot Gasquet in English Monastic Life. 
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of Christ, building God’s Church at the price of their blood, their sweat, 
and their fatigue, enduring hunger and thirst, cold, nakedness, persecutions, 
outrages, and very great anguish, and thus preparing at Clairvaux the ease 
and peace which this house now enjoys. Believing that they were living not 
so much for themselves as for Christ and for the brethren who would come 
to serve God in this place, they thought what they themselves lacked was 
of no importance, provided they could leave behind them enough to satisfy 
their brethren and to provide for the necessities of a poverty embraced volun- 
tarily for the love of Christ. When visitors descended from the mountain to 
Clairvaux and first caught sight of the house, God was manifest, while the 
silent valley revealed by the simplicity and humility of its buildings the 
simplicity and humility of the poor men of Christ who dwelt in them. In 
this valley full of men, where no one was permitted to be idle, where every 
one worked and was busy at the allotted tasks, visitors found in the daytime 
the silence of night, interrupted only by the noise of labor or at the holy 
hours when the brethren sang praises to God. 

Bernard loved to live at Clairvaux in his narrow, comfortless cell. 
But there was another side to his nature, which drove him forth con- 
stantly into the world to right wrongs, to make peace, and to preach. 

It has been truthfully said that, of all his miracles, the most surprising 
was his personality itself, the inconceivable union of two contradictory tem- 
peraments; on the one side the monk, according to the ideal of the age, 
contemplative, mystic, ascetic, who kept his body under almost to its destruc- 
tion, and seemed to have lost the sense of things material, skirting Lake 
Geneva a whole day without seeing it, and drinking oil for water; on the 
other hand the man of action, the indefatigable preacher, the unofficial coun- 
cillor of high barons, kings, and popes, the real chief of the Western Church. 

Yet this remarkable activity of a reforming abbot demonstrates again 
the leadership of the Church and the way in which its ideals were im- 
posed on the rest of society. 

It is impossible to describe St. Bernard’s work in detail. As Luchaire 
has written: “St. Bernard governed Christianity in the West from 1125 
to 1153 by the mere prestige of his eloquence and holiness; recounting 
his life would be equivalent to writing the history of the monastic orders, 
of the reform movement, of orthodox theology and heretical doctrines, 
of the Second Crusade, and of the destinies of France, Germany and 
Italy during a period of almost forty years.” A few Illustrations of his 
activity must suffice. He ended the serious papal schism which broke out 
in 1130. The larger party among the cardinals had elected Anaclete II, 
while the rest had chosen Innocent II. The former took possession of 
Rome, and Innocent had to flee. He was fortunate enough to receive the 
support of Bernard, who declared that votes should be weighed, not 
counted. Bernard undertook to do the weighing, and found many reasons 
to prove that Innocent’s side of the balance was heavier. When he suc- 
ceeded in convincing the kings of France, England, Germany, Castile, 
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and Aragon that his arithmetic was correct, Anaclete’s cause was ruined 
and Innocent was universally recognized as pope. Bernard made peace 
between the emperor Lothair and the Hohenstaufen ; he ended civil wars 
in several Italian and German cities; and, as we have seen, he was the 
chief promoter of the Second Crusade. In purely religious affairs, his 
influence was equally great. He saw the danger from the new heresies 
coming in from the East long before other churchmen and worked vigor- 
ously, though in vain, to convince the heretics of their errors. More than 
any other man, he found words and symbols to express the new piety 
which was developing in Europe. The old emphasis on the Last Judg- 
ment and Christ as the Supreme Judge was yielding to thoughts of God’s 
infinite love and mercy and Christ as the Son of Man. Bernard’s hymns 
express these ideas so perfectly that they are still sung in most Christian 
churches, Protestant as well as Catholic. In emphasizing the human side 
of Jesus, Bernard was led to a deep devotion to the Virgin, and here 
again his example had great influence. The cult of the Virgin, heretofore 
unimportant, became one of the most significant forms of religious ex- 
pression during the latter part of the twelfth century. 

Such was the man who had the greatest influence in shaping the Cis- 
tercian order. He felt that the Cistercian monk should have the least 
possible contact with the world. Their abbeys were to be built in waste 
lands far from towns, and they were not to establish schools which might 
attract laymen to their dwellings. The rule of Citeaux forbade the acqui- 
sition of parish churches, villages, mills, serfs, or any other thing which 
might bring with it worldly responsibilities. The monks were to do all 
the labor, but were not allowed to sell their products at retail. Their 
food was limited and usually poorly cooked, as there was no regular 
cook and each monk in turn prepared the food. No ornamentation was 
allowed in Cistercian churches ; even towers were prohibited, unless they 
were of moderate height and made of wood. 

The order grew rapidly during the twelfth century. Many men of 
great families, like Barbarossa’s uncle, Otto of Freising, were attracted 
to it, and thousands of humbler persons entered the order. At the end of 
the thirteenth century there were at least seven hundred Cistercian 
monasteries, not counting the ones for w’omen. The order was very pros- 
perous, due in part to the very restrictions which were designed to turn 
it away from worldly affairs. The Cistercians were supposed to seek 
waste land for their dwellings and the owners of such land were glad 
to give away thousands of acres, gaining a reputation for charity at 
very little cost. But just as the first Cistercian houses were receiving 
their endowments, the economic revolution which was described in the 
last chapter began to influence northern Europe, ^lany of these waste 
lands were very fertile when they had been cleared or drained, and the 
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Cistercians became expert in this work. Other lands, especially in Eng- 
land, were well suited to sheep-raising, and with the growing demand of 
Flemish weavers for wool, the Cistercians had a market for all they 
could raise. Eventually the Cistercians became the greatest sheep- 
raisers in England, and controlled a large part of the English wool trade. 
The restriction which forbade the monks to have serfs, villages, and 
mills prevented them from exploiting their property in the usual early 
medieval fashion. This was also a blessing in disguise, since the old- 
fashioned great estate, cultivated by servile labor, was not a very profit- 
able property for its owner. The Cistercians had far more land than 
they could cultivate themselves, and since they could not turn it over 
to serfs they developed the practice of leasing it for a short period to 
the highest bidder. This practice of leasing, or “farming” as it was then 
called, proved profitable. The growing market for agricultural products 
meant that there were many bidders, the price was usually high, and 
the monks had almost no responsibility or expense. Many other great 
landlords began to imitate this practice, especially in northern France 
and England. The Cistercians were also very successful in breeding 
cattle, horses, and sheep. In short, they were the leaders in the “scientific 
agriculture” of the twelfth century. All this made them wealthy, and 
wealth had the usual effects on monastic discipline. The Cistercians 
began to live more comfortably, to build elaborate churches, and by 
the thirteenth century they could no longer look down on the Cluniacs 
for their lax discipline. 

The Cistercians had been reluctant to admit women at first, but even- 
tually allowed them to join the order and founded convents especially 
for them. In contrast to this reluctance, the new order of Fontevrault, 
founded by Robert of Arbrissel about 1096, was designed primarily for 
women, and the male members had a subordinate position. Robert was 
the son of a priest and of a priest’s daughter, and was naturally inter- 
ested in the welfare of sinful women. He was a wandering preacher who 
made so many converts that he had to establish a home at Fontevrault 
for the repentant men and women who gathered about him. In the words 
of his biographer, Baldric bishop of Dol, “the poor were received, the 
feeble were not refused, nor women of evil life, nor sinners, neither lepers 
nor the helpless.” Robert divided the men into classes, some for religious 
services, others for manual labor. The women were all to engage in labor. 
Robert placed the order under the patronage of the Virgin and made a 
woman the head. The order grew until it had about sixty convents in 
France. “Alen of all conditions came ; women came, the poor as well as 
those of gentle birth ; widows and virgins ; aged men and youths, women 
of dissolute life as well as those who held aloof from men.” 

The movement toward reform through monastic life affected even 
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the secular clergy. The churchmen who officiated in a cathedral, or in 
the larger churches of a town, were called canons, and were very wealthy 
and influential. For the maintenance of these canons, a part of the prop- 
erty belonging to their churches had been divided into portions called 
prebends, of which each canon held one or more. These prebends were 
treated virtually as private property, and the canons of the wealthier 
churches had tended to become feudal nobles. They were often married 
and lived very worldly lives, hiring vicars to perform their religious 
duties. To remedy the scandal caused by these degenerate canons, monks 
had sometimes been charged with their duties, but the work of a canon 
was hardly compatible with the life of a monk. Yet it was essential to 
reform the canons, for they often were able to delay or nullify the work 
of a reforming bishop. There were many attempts in the late eleventh 
century to make the canons lead a communal life under semi-monastic 
rules. St. Augustine of Hippo was supposed to have made such a rule 
for the clergy of his town, and many cathedral chapters adopted it dur- 
ing the twelfth century. 

On the whole, however, the canons of the older foundations remained 
attached to their system of individual income and responsibility, and 
new orders were created which took over much of their work. The most 
successful of these was the order of Pr^montre, founded in 1120 by the 
German Norbert. He was a noble who had been suddenly converted and 
had had a rather difficult time in Germany because he tried to make the 
clergy of the churches to which he was attached live up to their obliga- 
tions. He finally went to France where, as a wandering preacher, he 
gathered many followers. For their abode he chose in 1120 a home in an 
unhealthy spot destitute of all natural advantages, which he called Pre- 
montre, from the belief that the Virgin had pointed it out to him. His 
success was rapid. Crowds flocked to him and donations poured in. 
Women came as well as men, and double monasteries were established in 
which the women lived in one part of the property while the men occu- 
pied another part. This soon raised such problems that the monasteries 
for men and women had to be completely separated. But the Premonstra- 
tensians continued to increase in numbers and became the most influen- 
tial of the canons regular (canons who followed a monastic rule). The 
orders of canons attracted many because their activities gave room for 
practical talents. Though they led a moderately ascetic life, they were 
not so much out of the world as the monks. Many took over the duties of 
pastors of small parish churches, others were missionaries, others en- 
gaged in philanthropic work. They founded hospitals and poor-houses, 
and were especially active among the growing city populations. 

Finally, there were the military orders, which tried to combine mo- 
nastic discipline with the duty of fighting the infidel. The first of these 
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was the order of the Temple, which began when eight French knights 
formed an association to protect pilgrims on their journeys to the holy 
places. They took the three monastic vows of poverty, chastity, and 
obedience. The king of Jerusalem gave them part of his palace, which 
was near the site of the temple of Solomon, and from this they took their 
name of Poor Brothers of the Temple of Jerusalem. St. Bernard was 
much interested in their work and gave them his mighty support. Their 
rule, which he may have aided to draft, was approved at the Council of 
Troyes in 1128. There were three classes of members — clergy to perform 
the religious services ; knights, who had to be of noble birth ; and ser- 
geants or squires, recruited from free-born men. Up to this time there 
had been only a few additions to the brotherhood ; now it was flooded 
with recruits and showered with gifts. The Templars were given several 
castles in the Holy Land to guard and innumerable possessions in Pales- 
tine and Europe to support their activities. Kings and popes gave them 
privileges which freed them from all ordinary lay and ecclesiastical 
jurisdictions. The Templars were a disciplined force at a time when 
discipline was rare, and they performed great services to the Christian 
cause in the Near East. Yet their devotion to the order and their inde- 
pendence from all ordinary authority made it hard for the king of Jeru- 
salem to control them, and they were sometimes accused of putting the 
interests of their order above those of the kingdom. Moreover, they soon 
became involved in business, and especially in banking. Their most im- 
portant sources of income were in western Europe, but their greatest 
expenditures were in the Near East. They had to find ways of turning 
produce into money, and of transferring money or credits from one end 
of the Mediterranean to the other. In the effort to do this, they learned 
many tricks of banking, and soon other people were asking them to 
perform similar operations for their benefit. During most of the thir- 
teenth century the Templars served as bankers and treasurers to the 
kings of France. But when the Temple became a great business organiza- 
tion, when there w'ere more Templars living in Europe than in the East, 
the order lost much of its hold on public esteem. 

The great rivals of the Templars were the Hospitalers, the Knights 
of St. John of Jerusalem. They had developed from a small group which 
maintained a hospital at Jerusalem to care for sick pilgrims. In imitation 
of the Templars, the group took the monastic vows and devoted them- 
selves to fighting the infidel, though they continued to maintain their 
original hospital. They became almost as wealthy as the Templars, and 
like the Templars provided stable, disciplined forces at a time when they 
were badly needed in the kingdom of Jerusalem. Yet each order was so 
anxious to build up its own resources and to gain a dominating position 
in the Near East that they frequently clashed. Their quarrels did much 
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to weaken the crusading states at the end of the twelfth century. The 
Hospitalers were not as much involved in business as the Templars, and 
hence were not quite as unpopular, though they were severely criticized 
in the thirteenth century. Other military orders, founded in imitation 
of the Temple and the Hospital, had only local importance. The Teu- 
tonic Knights, as we have seen, did their chief work in the Baltic, while 
the various Spanish orders fought against the Moors of the peninsula. 

The emphasis on service to the laity was stronger in many of the new 
orders than it had been in the early Benedictine monasteries. We have 
already seen the examples of the Premonstratensians, Templars, and 
Hospitalers. Other minor orders carried the idea even further — for ex- 
ample, the Bridge-Builders founded in 1189 to build bridges to make 
travel easier, or the Trinitarians founded in 1197 to redeem Christian 
captives from the Saracens. In fact, by the end of the twelfth century 
so many of these new orders had been established that leaders of the 
Church began to feel that there was a danger of dissipating the strength 
of the monastic ideal in too many specialized activities. The Fourth 
Lateran Council in 1215 prohibited the foundation of new orders, but 
this ruling could not be enforced. Just as it was made, the greatest social 
service orders of the middle ages, the Franciscans and Dominicans, were 
asking for the recognition which they soon obtained. 

Contemporaries wondered at the rapid increase in the number of 
monks. Peter the Venerable of Cluny exclaimed that “the innumerable 
number of monks covers almost all the lands of France ; it fills the cities, 
castles and fortified places. What a variety of garbs and customs in this 
army of the Lord, which has taken an oath to live according to the rule 
in the name of faith and charity ! ” It is impossible even to guess at the 
total number, but monks and nuns formed an appreciable part of the 
population of every European country. No part of Europe escaped their 
influence, no one from king to peasant could live long without coming 
into contact with monks of one order or another. This growth of mo- 
nasticism was both a result of the religious revival and a means of spread- 
ing it further among the people. The deep, new piety, the desire for more 
intense religious experience, the revulsion against violence and sin, were 
all satisfied by entrance into a monastic order. Even those who were not 
ready to desert the world desired the presence and preaching of the 
reforming leaders. But while the movement was first and fundamentally 
religious, it had its practical side. The monks were very helpful in turn- 
ing public opinion in favor of reforming measures desired by the papacy. 
During the twelfth century the popes continued to build up their control 
over the administration of the Church, .‘\ppeals to Rome were encour- 
aged, and more and more cases were taken to the papal curia. The popes’ 
influence in the choice of bishops and other high administrative officials 
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increased, as did their power to discipline inefficient, worldly, or dis- 
obedient prelates. The clergy were made more and more independent of 
secular governments, while lay rulers were forced to acknowledge the 
pope’s authority in matters of morals. In all these activities the monks 
were useful servants of the papacy and they were rewarded by being 
freed from all ordinary church authority. The number of exempt monas- 
teries, subject only to the pope, increased steadily. Thus, if the bishops 
and other secular clergy proved lukewarm in the work of reform, the 
pope could always turn to the monks for support. 

The monks, of course, were not always able to live up to their ideals. 
When their prestige and the services which they performed caused a 
flood of donations during the twelfth century, many houses acquired so 
many worldly possessions that their heads were completely occupied 
with administrative and political duties. This is very evident in the 
Chronicle of Jocelin of Brakelonde,’ which describes the life of Abbot 
Samson of St. Edmondsbury. Samson found the revenues of the monas- 
tery dilapidated “so he caused inquests to be made in every manor be- 
longing to the abbey” of all the annual dues, income and expenses. But 
knowing his rights was one thing, profiting by them was another. Al- 
though he had the presentation of more than sixty-five churches, some 
of them were claimed by other lords and it took repeated law-suits to 
establish his rights. He had to sell the wardship of a girl who was his 
vassal to the archbishop of Canterbury for £100 “because he could not 
obtain possession of her person save with the help of the archbishop.” 
His vassals owed him the service of more than fifty knights, but he 
claimed an even greater number and quarreled bitterly with them 
throughout his abbacy. He was vassal of the king of England for certain 
holdings, and thus was forced to perform expensive and burdensome 
services. For example, in 1193 he took part in the siege of Windsor 
“where he appeared in arms with some other abbots of England and 
had his own standard. He had there also with him many knights of great 
expense.” Samson was always engaged in disputes and litigation — with 
his own vassals and officials, with the kings of England, with the arch- 
bishops of Canterbury, with the earl of Clare, and even with the papal 
legates. It is quite evident, as Jocelin says, that Samson “appeared to 
prefer the active to the contemplative life, and praised good officials 
more than good monks.” 

Samson was perhaps too occupied with worldly things, but he was 
at least zealous for the interests of his monastery. Many monks had not 
even that virtue. A monastery which was well established and had large 
revenues attracted many men who had had difficulties in the outside 
world and sought only a comfortable life and a lessening of responsi- 

^ Translated by L. C. Jane in The King’s Classics. 
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bility. Caesar of Heisterbach, a Cistercian, describes such monks in the 
first section of his “Dialogue of Miracles.” He says : “Innumerable are 
those who are brought to our order by necessity of many kinds, such as 
sickness, poverty, captivity, shame for some sin, deadly peril, fear or 
experience of hell’s tortures, desire for heaven.” A noble condemned 
to death was pardoned on condition that he enter the Cistercian order, 
and Caesar adds : “I have frequently heard of such cases.” A canon at 
Cologne was caught stealing and fled to the monastery ; a man who had 
lost his property told Caesar, “Certainly, if I had prospered in worldly 
affairs, I should never have entered the order.” Caesar quotes the Gospel, 
“Compel them to come in, that my house may be filled,” as justification 
for these cases, though he confesses his fear that such conversions may 
not be lasting. But he adds that “the archbishop of Trier, who was a 
prudent man and knew well the secrets of our order, was wont to say 
that it was not usual for boys or youths who entered our order with no 
burden of sin on their conscience to be fervent.” 

Many of these monks who had no special interest in monastic life 
suffered from accidia, one of the “seven chief sins.” There is no modern 
equivalent for the word; it was an acute form of boredom, a feeling 
that life was useless and dreary. It might result merely in laziness and 
distaste for monastic duties, or it might — and frequently did — ^lead to 
suicide. In its milder forms it caused monks to invent excuses for jour- 
neys and changes of occupation — some went to study at Paris, others 
to visit a shrine, others to visit sick kinsmen. Some of these wandering 
monks never returned, and their life became a scandal to the moralists. 

Yet in the twelfth century the monastic ideal was still strong, and the 
monastic life was still honored by the people. The new vernacular litera- 
tures included many poems praising monastic virtues. One of the best 
is the Life of St. Alexis, written just as the new orders were beginning to 
rise. It is a reworking of a Latin life, done with much greater skill and 
charm than the original. The poet begins by lamenting the decline in 
faith and morals. Then he tells how Alexis’ father, a wealthy Roman 
noble, bought as a bride for his son the daughter of a Frankish noble. 
But Alexis was a monk at heart and did not desire earthly pleasures. 
Immediately after the marriage ceremony he charged his bride to take 
Christ as her spouse and fled to the Orient. He gave all that he had to the 
poor and became a beggar at Edessa, while his parents sought for him 
in vain. Finally Alexis returned home and lived for seventeen years un- 
recognized in his parents’ house, fed by scraps from their table, and 
insulted by their servants. On his death-bed, his identity was revealed 
by a miracle and he received due honor as a saint. But his mother clung 
to his dead body and cried: “My son, why have you had no pity for 
us? My son, why haven’t you spoken to me even once?” The moral is 
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that the monk must renounce all human ties and all worldly advantages. 
Alexis had won heaven and sainthood by his humility and asceticism. 
That these could be the virtues praised in a popular poem shows what 
a deep impression the reformers had made on medieval society. 


4. The Renaissance of the Twelfth Century 

Our modern civilization has two roots. One stretches back into the 
ancient world ; the other reaches only to the middle ages. In many of 
our activities we still follow the traditions and use the forms created in 
these two periods. The two traditions have not yet coalesced, though 
they have existed side by side for centuries. Often there has been active 
competition between them. Thus most modern countries use either Eng- 
lish (medieval) or Roman law; most modern churches are either Gothic 
or classical (including derived styles) ; most modern literature is either 
romantic (medieval) or classical. 

In some activities we have never been able to use the classical tradi- 
tion and have merely perfected medieval forms. For example, no modern 
poet has ever been very successful in using Grseco-Roman meters and 
most of them have preferred writing in the rhythmic, rhymed verse 
which was first developed in the middle ages. Our educational systems, 
and especially our universities, in spite of centuries of emphasis on 
classical studies, are still medieval in their plan and purpose. The in- 
fluence of the classical tradition has been greatly overrated ; the influence 
of the medieval tradition has not been sufficiently recognized. This is 
especially true in intellectual and artistic activities. Yet the energy and 
initiative of the twelfth century, disciplined and controlled by the 
Church, were not exhausted by the work of political and economic re- 
construction. The twelfth century produced great work in literature, art 
and science; it created cultural patterns which we are still following 
today. The twelfth century saw the first masterpieces of the vernacular 
literatures, the culmination of Romanesque and the beginnings of Gothic 
art, the revival of legal studies, the reception of Eastern science, the 
emergence of the first universities. These things lie at the very founda- 
tions of our modern life ; the age which produced them can well claim 
that it witnessed the rebirth of European civilization. In many ways the 
Renaissance of the twelfth century was more original, more compre- 
hensive and more influential than the better known Renaissance of the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. 

Tradition insists that a revival of the Latin classics is the sign of a 
true Renaissance. The twelfth century can show its credentials here, 
even if the classics were not its chief concern. Practically all the Latin 
authors which we now possess were read and studied in the church 
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schools of the period. Orleans and Chartres were famous as centers of 
classical studies. John of Salisbury, one of the most interesting of twelfth 
century writers, has left a detailed description of the teaching methods 
at the latter center. Passages of the classics were read and explained in 
class ; the students had to reproduce the material in written and oral 
compositions, and special emphasis was placed on the development of 
a good Latin style. There were writers in twelfth century France who 
imitated the ancients as successfully as any fifteenth century Italian. 
Indeed, some of their work was confused by later scholars with that of 
Roman poets. 

It is true, of course, that most twelfth century authors did not write — 
probably did not want to write — in a classical style. They usually studied 
the classics for utilitarian and not esthetic reasons. They wanted to in- 
crease their store of ideas and information ; they wanted to enlarge their 
vocabularies; they wanted to improve their grammar. This effort is re- 
flected in their works. No one can read John of Salisbury’s treatise on 
politics without recognizing that he knew his classics far better than 
most modern professors of the subject. At the same time no one would 
ever confuse his work with that of Cicero. The medieval writer used 
words which were unknown in the first and second centuries, and his 
syntax was often that of a modern French author rather than that of a 
Roman of the classical age. This does not mean that he wrote bad Latin ; 
rather it means that he was anxious to be understood. Latin was still a 
living language; it was the language of the Church, the schools, the 
governments of all European states. Christian theology, Arabic mathe- 
matics, feudal obligations could not be described in the language of the 
classical period. New words were needed and new words were created, 
as they always are in a language which has any vitality. In the same way 
the new rules of syntax made Latin much easier to understand. Relative 
clauses were clearly indicated, the horrors of indirect discourse were 
mitigated, and the word order was closer to that of a modern language. 
Classical Latin had often sacrificed precision to style ; medieval Latin 
reversed this tendency. This made the language much more useful for 
governmental or scientific purposes, as a comparison of the writs of an 
English king with the rescripts of a Roman emperor will show. Yet it 
may be admitted that by purely literary standards medieval Latin prose 
did not equal that of the Augustan age. The ordinary writer was dull 
and monotonous or, when he tried to become eloquent, merely florid. 
Even the papal chancery, which at its best could produce sonorous and 
beautifully balanced passages, frequently betrayed these faults. 

Something more may be said for medieval Latin poetry. It is here 
that we find for the first time that rhythmic, rhymed verse which has 
played such a role in all the European vernacular literatures. Some of 
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this verse was not much above the level of nursery jingles, but at its 
best it pointed the way to new and powerful effects. Moreover, medieval 
Latin poets dealt with emotions (such as religious fear and ecstasy) 
which classical authors had never known, and they usually expressed 
their emotions more intensely and directly than a Roman, with one eye 
on the rules of poetry and the other on the rules of good form, could 
do. There is a good deal of Latin poetry of the middle ages which is worth 
knowing, and most of it comes from the twelfth century. At one extreme 
are the great hymns of the medieval Church — the Dies Irae, the De 
Contemptu Mundi, the Jesu dulcis memorce — which show the intensity 
of religious feeling. At the other extreme are the Goliardic poems, the 
songs of the wandering students, which show an equally intense delight 
in the joys of this world. The two extremes are both typical of the twelfth 
century. If thousands of men were singing with Bernard of Cluny ( ?) 
“The world is very evil, the hour is waxing late” thousands of others 
were singing with the students “In the public-house to die is my resolu- 
tion.” This poetry was not a scholastic exercise ; it reflected the hopes 
and beliefs of the people and it had a great effect on vernacular literature. 

All the serious writing of the twelfth century was in Latin. Theology, 
philosophy, science, history and political theory could not yet be dis- 
cussed in a vulgar tongue. Even lighter works, such as the student songs, 
were often written in Latin. But French was already a literary language 
when the twelfth century began and Italian, Catalan, Spanish and Ger- 
man were approaching this stage before it ended. Twelfth century ver- 
nacular literature was composed primarily to amuse the wealthier 
classes, nobles and bourgeoisie ; it was not until the thirteenth century 
that an effort was made to instruct them by translating large numbers 
of learned works. It is in these writings in the vernacular that we see 
most clearly the beginnings of the romantic tradition. 

As in many other fields, France took the lead in this popular literature 
and authors in other countries merely imitated or translated French 
works. At the very beginning of the twelfth century wandering minstrels 
were already chanting the chansons de geste — long epic poems describ- 
ing the life of legendary heroes. The earliest chansons are not rhymed, 
but something of the effect of rhyme is given by the use of assonance. 
That is, the first eight or ten lines will end in words with the same domi- 
nant vowel sound, then the next eight or ten lines will end in words with 
a different dominant vowel, and so on.* The verses are rough and some- 
times monotonous and the poems are full of ready-made phrases and 
stock situations. Yet at their best the chansons have a straightforward 
simplicity which can be very moving. They praise the feudal virtues, 
bravery, justice, loyalty, generosity, unceasing war against the infidel. 

' “(.'L'crn — ‘•cen” is a rhyme, "queen — leaf” is an assonance. 
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They have little to say about women and even less about romantic love. 
Religion does not fare much better ; it is an excuse for fighting but hardly 
a guide to life. Kings and emperors are often treated rather rudely ; in 
many chansons they are ridiculous figures whose chief function is to 
goad their vassals into deeds of desperate valor by acts of crude injustice. 
Yet the chansons are not mere descriptions of war and battle; they 
portray the emotions and thoughts of the military class with surprising 
skill. The earliest, and probably the greatest of these epics, the Chanson 
de Roland, tells not only of Roland’s bravery, of the thousands of Sara- 
cens slain by his famous sword Durendal, but also of his foolhardy pride. 
Trapped by a Moslem army he will not call on Charlemagne for help 
for this would tarnish his reputation and cause men to say that Roland 
was afraid. The plot of another well-known chanson, Raoul de Cambrai, 
hangs on a question of feudal ethics that must have tormented countless 
knights. A vassal has been repeatedly insulted by his lord — is he justi- 
fied in turning against him ? After long hesitation the vassal decides to 
make war on his lord and in the struggle kills him, but the deed haunts 
him for the rest of his life. 

The early chansons de geste were often brutal, but seldom silly. As 
time went on they were contaminated by other branches of twelfth cen- 
tury literature and the chanson de geste became the roman d’aventure. 
Beautiful maidens and wicked magicians worked their way into the 
old stories and moonstruck knights began to run about Europe on idiotic 
errands. These romances were about as pure a form of escape literature 
as the world has ever known, and they continued to delight millions of 
readers for the next six centuries. Perhaps their lack of intellectual con- 
tent and esthetic appeal made them impervious to criticism and pro- 
tected them from changing literary fashions. Not even Cervantes’ bitter 
satire could kill the romances; even in the enlightened eighteenth 
century fashionable ladies were reading new versions of the old, marvel- 
ous stories. 

The chanson de geste at its best was very great poetry, but it was 
poetry which has had little effect on the modern world. It is true that 
characters and episodes of the chansons, preserved in the romances, were 
used by Italian poets of the Renaissance and by secondary English 
writers of the Gothic revival of the nineteenth century. But the form and 
spirit of the chanson died out very rapidly and were never revived. 
Practically all the epics of the modern European literatures have been 
imitations of Grasco-Roman models. But there were other narrative 
poems of the twelfth century which have had greater influence — the 
poems which tell the stories of Tristan and Isolde, of Percival and the 
Grail, of King Arthur and his knights. 

The emergence of the Celtic legends is one of the most interesting 
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phenomena of the literary history of medieval Europe. These stories, or 
at least the materials from which these stories were made, must have 
been known for centuries before they were written down. France and the 
British Isles had been Celtic before they were Roman or Germanic, and 
Celtic traditions had not been forgotten. But it was only in the twelfth 
century that professional writers and entertainers, seeking for some- 
thing new to amuse their public, seized upon these legends and gave 
them permanent form. The Celtic stories, unlike the chansons de geste, 
emphasized magic and romantic love. There was fighting aplenty in 
them, but the fighting was usually to impress a lady, and the combats 
were often decided by magic. The love-story was often tragic ; the typical 
hero was a married man who fell in love with a princess in a distant 
country, or a vassal who fell in love with his queen. Often he could not 
help himself ; a spell or a love-potion made him forget earlier obliga- 
tions. It is this theme of the overwhelming and tragic power of love 
which has impressed poets of all ages. Many poets of our own century 
have retold the story of Tristan, and every one is vaguely familiar with 
Tennyson’s version of the Arthurian legend. On a lower plane the Celtic 
stories furnished an inexhaustible store of marvelous episodes to the 
writers of romances. 

There was little lyric poetry in northern France in the twelfth cen- 
tury, but in the South there was little else. This was the great period of 
Provencal civilization, and of the troubadours who were one of the 
glories of that civilization. Here in the South were flourishing towns, 
wealthy nobles, a refined — even artificial — social life, and an almost 
snobbish interest in literature. The northern minstrels who wrote down 
the first chansons de geste were anonymous. Not so the authors of the 
troubadour lyrics ; they desired above all things to be known to men. 
They held poetical contests, they exchanged rhymed epistles, they wrote 
scurrilous lampoons on the morals, ancestry, and ability of their competi- 
tors. This Provencal poetry is French only by geography ; it is based on 
Mediterranean rather than French culture. The people of South France 
were very close to those of Spain and Italy, and very remote from those 
of the North. Saracen Spain influenced them more than Christian Paris. 
The typical Provencal lyric, when it was not an advertisement or mere 
vers de societe, was a love-song, addressed to a secluded and disdainful 
lady. It was a serenade, to be sung under her window in the evening, or 
an aubade, to wake her at dawn. The poet has seen the lady only once 
and he dies with longing for her ; he has been rejected for no cause but 
he cannot forget his love. Close parallels to these themes may be found 
in Mohammedan literature, and it has been argued that the earliest 
Provengal lyrics are imitations of poems written by the Moors of Spain. 
Whatever their origin, they had a tremendous influence on European 
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literature. The first Italian poets imitated the masters of Provence ; the 
earliest French and German lyrics were ba.sed on the same source. Early 
medieval writing was impersonal and objective, but the Provencal lyric 
was intensely subjective. The feelings of the author, his reaction to the 
world about him were all-important ; he was trying to express his own 
experiences in a way which would appeal to every one. This was a new 
and important addition to the field of medieval literature. It made it 
easier for writers to accomplish their great task of finding eternal values 
in the common experience of all men. Unfortunately, the range of the 
southern poets was very limited. Their love-poems were their best and 
most influential work ; when they touched on other subjects they often 
became didactic and prosaic. They were also apt to pay too much at- 
tention to their verse-forms ; they were as proud of an intricate rhyme- 
scheme as they were of a well-expressed thought. Within its limits 
Provengal poetry could be graceful and charming, but when it was imi- 
tated in other countries its virtues were soon lost and its faults were 
exaggerated. For centuries European lyric poets wrote nothing but son- 
nets and ballades to imaginary ladies, and the results were appalling. 
Almost any one could write passable verse of this sort but only one or 
two geniuses could write great poetry while adhering to the old tradition. 
Provence had revived the lyric idea and had invented new forms in 
which it could be expressed. But after the great century of Provengal 
poetry had passed, Europe found very little to put into the new forms 
until the end of the middle ages. 

The poets of the twelfth century created a new tradition in European 
literature. Their new forms, such as the use of rhymed verse, and their 
new themes, such as romantic love, were copied in every succeeding 
century. The scientists of the twelfth century were not as original ; their 
task was not to invent, but to recover. They had the dull and uninspir- 
ing work of translating into Latin the Arabic and Greek books which 
contained the scientific knowledge of the ancient world. Yet while their 
work was not original, the idea that inspired them was. Neither the 
Romans of the late empire nor the men of the early middle ages had 
been interested in natural phenomena. The former had made no effort 
to preserve the Greek scientific tradition ; the latter had made no effort 
to recover it. But the men of the twelfth century could no longer accept 
their world without question ; they wanted a rational explanation for 
everything which they experienced. They were eager for knowledge, and 
they were willing to learn even from the infidel Moors and the schismatic 
Greeks. During the twelfth centurj-, scholars from all parts of Europe 
flocked to the Spanish peninsula to acquire the wisdom of the .'Krabs. 
while a smaller group made the long journey to Constantinople in order 
to learn the secrets of the Greeks. Sicily was visited by fewer outside 
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scholars, but the Norman kings encouraged their Mohammedan subjects 
to continue scientific work and their Christian subjects to translate or 
summarize Arabic books in Latin. Toledo in Spain, Palermo in Sicily, 
and Constantinople were the three ports of entry by which the Greek 
scientific tradition returned to western Europe. From these three points 
the new learning spread rapidly through Europe and, by the thirteenth 
century, it had a recognized place in the curricula of most educational 
institutions. 

The men who translated Greek and Arabic works had no easy task. 
They were working without dictionaries, grammars, or any other lin- 
guistic aids. The greater number of them were trying to translate Arabic, 
which is a difficult tongue for Europeans to acquire. And when they 
mastered the foreign tongue their troubles were not ended, for there 
were no Latin equivalents for many of the scientific terms which they 
had to translate. It is not surprising that their translations are clumsy 
and that some passages are garbled ; the amazing thing is that they were 
able to do as well as they did. Their errors seldom obscured fundamental 
points and the worst of the early translations were corrected by later 
scholars. 

A more serious charge against the translators of the twelfth century is 
their lack of discrimination. Any Greek or Arabic book was viewed 
with veneration, and a great deal of time was wasted on works of little 
value. The translators were not always aware of each others’ activities ; 
the same book might be translated by several men in succession while 
more important but less available treatises were neglected. Yet this in- 
efficiency in the division of labor was more than compensated by the 
great energy of the translators. By the middle of the thirteenth century 
most of the important Greek and Arabic scientific works were available 
in Latin. It should also be remembered that many books which seem 
useless to us today were considered to have great practical value in the 
middle ages. Thus every one believed that astrology was an exact and 
very useful science. It was the applied form of astronomy, just as in- 
dustrial chemistry is the applied form of the pure science. In the same 
way every one believed in the scientific character of alchemy, and twelfth 
century scholars would have hotly denied that they were wasting their 
time in translating works on this subject. 

The translators are also accused of having no real understanding of 
scientific method and of imposing Aristotle’s inadequate summaries as 
the final truth about natural phenomena. This is hardly fair. Like all 
scholars, the men of the twelfth century had to assimilate the knowledge 
of the past before they could criticize its methods and results. It is true 
that they concentrated on Aristotle and his Arabic commentators, and 
that they based most of their scientific theories on Aristotle’s explana- 
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tions. But it was not the fault of the twelfth century scholars that Aris- 
totle loomed so large in the scientific tradition of the age; it was 
the fault of men of earlier periods who had neglected other writers 
and had preserved only Aristotle’s works. Twelfth century scien- 
tists wanted the answers to a great many questions, and most of these 
answers could be found only in Aristotle. His answers were reasonable 
and consistent, and many of them were based upon accurate observa- 
tions or acute inferences. We are apt to underestimate Aristotle’s ability 
and knowledge today as badly as they were overestimated in the middle 
ages. Moreover, the dependence of medieval scholars upon Aristotle has 
been grossly exaggerated. Many other authors were translated — the 
great Greek and Arab doctors, the Arab astronomers and mathematicians 
— and Aristotle’s teachings were not accepted blindly. In fact, by the 
thirteenth century, many people were trying to prove Aristotle wrong, 
and the first scientific experiments of the middle ages were made in an 
attempt to discredit Aristotle’s authority. Not until Thomas Aquinas 
combined Aristotelian philosophy with Christian dogma in the late 
thirteenth century was there any great pressure to accept Aristotle as 
the sole possessor of scientific knowledge. And this pressure was far 
from silencing the opposition ; both Aristotle and St. Thomas were fre- 
quently contradicted in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The es- 
sential thing in science is to ask questions. The Greeks asked questions, 
and even if they often guessed at the answers, they were great scientists. 
The Romans never asked questions, and while they did less guessing 
than the Greeks no one would claim that they were better scientists. The 
men of the twelfth century asked the same questions which the Greeks 
had asked, and in so doing they revived the scientific tradition. Tw'elfth 
century method was not good, it was too bookish, too dependent on tradi- 
tion, but it was a great thing that the questions were being asked again. 
For if they were asked often enough the chances were that some one 
would become dissatisfied with the traditional answers and would try 
to find new solutions to the problems. The first great scientific dis- 
coveries of the modern period were made in testing the hypotheses 
which had been introduced into Europe by the scholars of the twelfth 
century. 

The desire to fit all experience into a rational system was also apparent 
in the theology and philosophy of the twelfth century. Here again trans- 
lations from the Greek and Arabic played a great part. Aristotle, after 
all, was primarily a philosopher and logician, and only incidentally a 
scientist. Before the twelfth century. Western Europe had possessed 
only the elementary logical treatises of Aristotle; by the end of the 
century practically all his logical and philosophical writings were avail- 
able. With these writings came the great commentaries of the Arabs, 
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which indicated some of the ways in which Aristotle could be used. It 
is hard to exaggerate the impact of this material on Western thought ; 
it was like Newton’s announcement of the law of gravitation, or Dar- 
win’s formulation of the theory of evolution. Like Newton and Darwin, 
Aristotle seemed to have found a way of reducing all the disorderly and 
confusing phenomena of the universe to a simple and comprehensible 
system, iloreover — and here he went beyond Newton and Dartt in — he 
seemed to have discovered a method which could be applied to any body 
of knowledge and which would increase knowledge at a rapid rate wher- 
ever it was applied. If a few fundamental truths were known the use of 
Aristotelian logic would permit the deduction of a host of subsidiary 
truths. 

In the twelfth century, men were sure that they possessed a great 
many fundamental truths, the basic doctrines of the Christian faith. 
Here was a beautiful new machine which would multiply these truths, 
which would explain everything in the world if operated with sufficient 
energy and perseverance. It is no wonder that they went a little crazy, 
that they became drunk with logic, that they applied Aristotle’s method 
to completely unsuitable materials. We have seen the same thing happen 
to Darwin’s hypotheses — the purely biological theory of survival of the 
fittest has been applied to politics, economics, and even to literature. 
The real wonder is that twelfth century scholars kept their heads as 
well as they did, that they did not lose touch completely with reality 
and tradition. They were saved by the pressure of competing interests 
and by the suspicions of the Church. There were too many activities 
in the intellectual world of the twelfth century for any one subject to 
become dominant. The students of the classics hated the emphasis on 
logic, the lawyers and doctors were too busy to pay much attention to 
it, and even the scientists, with all their reverence for Aristotle, were 
more interested in his facts than his method. Then the Church was very 
doubtful about the application of Aristotelian logic and philosophy to 
Christian doctrine. Many leaders agreed with Bernard of Clairvaux that 
it was unwise to reason too closely about matters of faith, that the 
application of logic to the creed would lead to heresy. This hostility of 
prominent churchmen forced the students of the new philosophy to be 
careful and to avoid extreme statements. 

Nevertheless, it was clear by the middle of the twelfth century that 
logic, philosophy, and theology were becoming important studies. They 
were attracting more and more students and in France, at least, the 
ablest teachers were concentrating in these fields. Classicists, like John 
of Salisbury, sneered at the upstart logicians who pretended to give the 
key to all knowledge in ten easy lessons, but the classicists were fighting 
a losing battle. John of Salisbury was a wise and witty man, but he had 
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little permanent influence on the course of medieval education. The man 
who expressed the strongest current of thought of his period, the man 
who laid the foundation for the educational system of the later middle 
ages was Peter Abelard — logician, philosopher and theologian. 

Abelard was the eldest son of a minor vassal in Brittany. His father 
had had some education and wanted his children to have more, so he 
gave his son the best instruction available in the district. Abelard be- 
came inflamed with desire for knowledge and abandoned his birthright, 
preferring to spend the rest of his life in study rather than to take over 
the government of the family estates. This is remarkable testimony to 
the strength of the intellectual movement of the twelfth century. Brit- 
tany was one of the most disorderly and backward regions of France, 
and if minor Breton nobles were interested in education we can be sure 
that all Europe was feeling the impulse. Abelard, after be left home, 
wandered about France, studying logic under various masters, and 
finally reached Paris, which was already becoming famous as an intel- 
lectual center. Here Abelard finished his work in logic and here he first 
manifested the traits which made him both famous and infamous to 
the men of his age. He had a brilliant mind, be learned easily and taught 
well, but he must have been a verj' annoying person to have in a class- 
room. As soon as he had gained a smattering of a subject he began to 
contradict his teacher, and when he had finished a course he usually be- 
gan to teach it in rivalry with his old professor. Since teachers at this 
time were largely supported by fees from their students, this unfair 
competition made Abelard rather unpopular with other members of his 
profession. He made matters no better by sarcastic references to their 
intellectual and moral shortcomings. Eventually his enemies succeeded 
in forcing him out of Paris, but this merely gave Abelard a chance to 
annoy them further. He studied a little theology, set himself up as an 
expert on the subject, and gradually edged his way into Paris again. 
This time he taught both logic and theology and attracted so many 
students that other professors w-ere livid with jealousy. 

At this point Abelard became too clever for his own good. He seduced 
a girl named Heloise, who had been taking private lessons from him. Her 
uncle, who was a canon of Paris, eventually learned of the affair and 
forced .Abelard to marry her. .Abelard tried to keep the marriage secret 
and persuaded Heloise to hide herself in a nunnery. This made the uncle 
fear that .Abelard w^as planning to repudiate her and he determined to 
avenge the honor of his family. He hired some ruffians who broke into 
-Abelard’s house at night and castrated him. All Paris had heard the 
story by the next morning and .Abelard could not stand the scorn which 
it aroused. He took refuge in monastic life, first as a monk of St. Denis, 
then as abbot of St. Gildas in Brittany. But Abelard was too much of 
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an egoist to suppress his own personal desires and opinions, as a good 
monk should. He told the monks of St. Denis that they were too worldly 
and that some of the legends about their patron saint were false. He told 
his subordinates in Brittany that they were rude, uncultivated, and dis- 
honest. It is not surprising that he found it impossible to live at either 
St. Denis or St. Gildas. Abelard was happy only when he was teaching 
and soon, in spite of his monastic vows, he was giving his old courses in 
a place as near Paris as he dared to come. 

Abelard’s teaching methods, however, had aroused deep suspicion 
among many churchmen. He was not a skeptic ; he believed everything 
which the Church taught, but he wanted to justify and rationalize his 
beliefs. He felt that he could prove articles of the faith by reason, and, 
what was worse, he felt that he could reach many new conclusions about 
the faith by the use of logic. Moreover, while Abelard was undoubtedly 
sincere in saying that he wished to strengthen and clarify Christian doc- 
trine, he did like to show off. He wanted to demonstrate his superior 
knowledge and ability by discussing very delicate subjects and in doing 
so he came very close to heresy. Two of his books, in particular, angered 
conservative churchmen. One was a treatise in which Abelard tried to 
define the attributes of each person of the Trinity. Now the Trinity was 
the central mystery of the Christian faith and it is hard to define a 
mystery without destroying it. Abelard’s definition of the Trinity seemed 
to overemphasize the distinctness of the Three Persons and hence to 
destroy their essential unity. His other great fault was writing the 
Sic et Non — an exercise book in logic, with all the examples taken from 
theology. Here Abelard’s love of reason and his conceit reached their 
height. 

The prologue was bad enough, from the viewpoint of his enemies, for 
in it he said : “The first key to wisdom is this — constant and frequent 
interrogation. . . . For by doubting we are led to question, by question- 
ing we arrive at the truth.” But the body of the book was worse, for in 
it Abelard stated one hundred and fifty-eight propositions, collected 
authorities for (sic) and against (non) each, and left it to his readers to 
decide which was correct. This would have been harmless if the propo- 
sitions had dealt merely with earthly phenomena, but most of them 
touched on theology. Typical problems were; “That God is threefold, 
and the contrary. That sin is pleasing to God, and the contrary. That 
nothing happens by chance, and the contrary. That it is lawful to lie, 
and the contrary.” To find authority in the Church Fathers for both sides 
of these propositions was difficult. Abelard had to twist and distort 
quotations, and his cleverness in doing so made his enemies suspicious. 
Though he disclaimed any desire to raise doubts in the minds of his 
students, his method seemed beautifully calculated to produce this re- 
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suit. The fact that among Abelard’s pupils were radicals like Arnold of 
Brescia made things worse. Bernard of Clairvaux, who believed that 
faith must be mystical and intuitive rather than rationalistic, led the 
attack against him. Abelard’s treatise on the Trinity was condemned, 
and while he was not physically punished, he was practically debarred 
from teaching. He took refuge at Cluny, under the protection of a toler- 
ant abbot, and there he died in 1142, at the age of sixty-three. 

Abelard was a rationalist but not a free-thinker, an enthusiast who 
went too fast, but not an opponent of the Church’s leadership. He relied 
on orthodox authorities and not on his own observation ; he never denied 
the doctrines of the Church, though he loved to reason about them. The 
best proof of his essential orthodoxy is the fact that his methods and 
many of his results were adopted by later theologians who were never 
accused of heresy. The Church’s fear of the new logic gradually dis- 
solved and writers who were more cautious in using the new tool were 
able to reason about Christian doctrine with the full approval of ec- 
clesiastical authorities. Abelard’s method of collecting arguments on 
both sides of a question was followed by all the theologians of the 
twelfth and thirteenth centuries. For example, Peter Lombard, who 
wrote the first of the great theological encyclopedias, the Book of Sen- 
tences, cited authorities, pro and con, for every statement. Gratian did 
the same thing in the Decretum, a treatise on canon (ecclesiastical) 
law. But these men did one thing more than Abelard had done in his 
Sic et Non; after citing the authorities on both sides they indicated 
the preferred solution. Thus Gratian’s book was called the Concordantia 
discordantium canonum — the reconciliation of discordant canons. This 
was safer than Abelard’s system of leaving the question open for discus- 
sion, for it affirmed the orthodoxy of the writer. However, in oral discus- 
sion in the schools Abelard’s method was followed — a proposition was 
stated, authorities were suggested, and the students argued until they 
reached a solution. 

This emphasis on logic and a priori reasoning has been condemned by 
many writers, from the Renaissance to the present. It is true that it 
eventually degenerated into mere quibbling and sophistry — that men 
continued to argue about questions long after everything possible had 
been said on both sides. But it is hardly fair to accuse twelfth century 
scholars of wasting their time in displays of verbal ingenuity, of wran- 
gling over words while they resolutely ignored facts. In the first place, 
this was a tendency which they shared both with the ancients and the 
men of the Renaissance. The Greeks, with all their intelligence, observed 
comparatively few facts, while they built up elaborate logical structures 
on the basis of these few observations. The greatest intellectual achieve- 
ment of the Romans was their law, which again was based on logical de- 
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duction and definition rather than on observation. The men of the 
Renaissance, with all their scorn for the middle ages, were just as apt 
to mistake words for facts. They had changed their authorities, but they 
had not lost their veneration for the written word. Their discussions of 
antiquity are as unreal as any medieval discussion of the characteristics 
of angels. In the second place, it is not true that the study of words and 
their logical relationships was a waste of time in the twelfth century. 
It is impossible to think without words (try it if you doubt this state- 
ment) and until the meaning of words was defined and clarified, thinking 
was bound to be confused. It is almost impossible to study any subject 
seriously without using logical devices, and these devices are not in- 
herent in the human mind. It may be true that primitive peoples have 
their own logic, but it is not the kind of logic on which science can be 
built. European thinkers had to learn logic before they could do much 
with the physical or even the social sciences. It was only when logical 
method had become embodied in the basic materials of all intellectual 
disciplines that the study of formal logic could be dropped from the 
curriculum. 

Logic and theology flourished especially in northern France. In Italy, 
and in those regions of southern France which had close intellectual 
kinship with Italy, the great studies were law and medicine. Justinian’s 
code, which had been almost forgotten during the Carolingian period, 
began to attract attention again during the latter part of the eleventh 
century. Italy and southern France still used Roman law, or rather the 
remnants of Roman law which had been preserved as local custom. These 
local customs dealt with only the simplest relationships, and as society 
became more orderly and social activity more complicated, men began 
to search the Roman law for principles which would supplement the 
deficiencies of customary law. The early stages of this process are still 
very obscure, but by the twelfth century a very active group of professors 
of law at Bologna were studying and writing commentaries on the whole 
Corpus Juris. The most famous of these professors was Irnerius, who 
seems to have been largely responsible for organizing the systematic 
study of Roman law. His methods attracted many students and Roman 
law soon became one of the most popular subjects of the medieval cur- 
riculum. By the end of the twelfth century men who had studied Roman 
law could be found in every European country, though they were, of 
course, most numerous in Italy and southern France. 

The rediscovery of Roman law was almost as stimulating to medieval 
thought as the rediscovery of Aristotle. No one had thought much about 
law in the tenth and early eleventh centuries. Men were born subject to 
a certain set of customs just as they were born subjects of a certain 
ruler and there was nothing to be done about either situation. If any- 
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thing it was easier to change a ruler, who was human and therefore 
liable to err, than it was to change custom, which was sacred and in- 
fallible. But the study of Roman law revealed the imperfections and 
the barbarity of local customs. Roman law, as codified by Justinian, 
was a beautifully logical system which made the incoherence and self- 
contradiction of customary law painfully apparent. All over Europe, in 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, customs were revised in the light 
of Roman law. In the North, where custom was too strong to be erad- 
icated, it was organized and clarified so that it would bear comparison 
with the Roman model. Thus in English law the clear-cut Roman dis- 
tinctions between civil and criminal cases, between possession and prop- 
erty, were introduced, though not without difficulty. In Mediterranean 
countries it seemed useless to waste time on degenerate Roman custom 
when pure Roman law was available. The courts were full of men who 
had been trained at Bologna, and gradually the scholarly version of 
Roman law took the place of the customs. Thus Roman law played an 
important part in the great improvement of legal institutions which 
took place in the twelfth century. It was not the only factor ; the greater 
power of rulers and the development of professional administrators were 
also important. Yet the discovery of a well-organized code which had 
an answer to every problem of human conduct certainly facilitated the 
work of kings and judges. 

Closely allied with the study of Roman law was that of canon law. 
The Church had had its own laws (or canons) and its own courts since 
the fourth century, though they had remained in a rather rudimentary 
state during the early middle ages. But with the growth of papal power, 
the increased centralization of ecclesiastical administration and the 
greater influence of the Church over laymen, Church courts began to do 
a great deal of work. Canon law, which had begun in the Roman Empire, 
was naturally similar to Roman law, but it had never had a Justinian. 
There were several compilations of canons, but they were incomplete 
and often contradictory. In the early years of the twelfth century, as 
papal and episcopal courts became more active, men began to study 
the law which they administered. They tried to organize it on the Roman 
model, they tried to find general principles comparable to those of Roman 
law, and finally the monk Gratian produced his Decretum in which canon 
law was reduced to a logical system. He discussed all important prob- 
lems, cited authorities on both sides, and gave solutions which were as 
consistent with the general principles of canon law as possible. Like 
Irnerius, he founded a new science, and his pupils, like those of Irnerius, 
tended to congregate at Bologna. 

The study of canon law soon became very popular. It was a sure road 
to ecclesiastical preferment, since the popes needed men who understood 
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the principles on which the increasingly complicated administrative 
system of the Church was based. Through canon law, ideas of Roman 
law were introduced into countries which clung stubbornly to their 
feudal or Germanic customs. Canon law was also important in its own 
right. The laws by which powerful and wealthy ecclesiastical units were 
administered could not fail to influence lay institutions. Moreover, canon 
law regulated all questions of marriage, legitimacy, and inheritance and 
shared the field of contract with secular laws. In these categories it has 
left its mark on the law of every European country. 

The study of medicine was less important than the study of law, but it 
attracted many students in Mediterranean countries. In the late eleventh 
century the doctors of Salerno, a town on the bay of Naples, were famous 
for their knowledge of the traditional Greek texts. Here Constantine 
the African, a somewhat legendary figure, is supposed to have made 
some of the earliest translations of Arabic medical works. Later trans- 
lators in Spain and Sicily completed the work of making Greek and 
Arabic medical books available in Latin. By the middle of the twelfth 
century there was an organized system of instruction in medicine at 
Salerno, and probably at other centers. This training was rather the- 
oretical, since it was based on books rather than on clinical observation, 
but it was probably as good as that enjoyed by the Romans. The doctors 
knew enough to Inspire confidence in their patients, which is at least half 
the secret of successful practice, and medicine was a respectable pro- 
fession, though it did not rank with theology and law. 

The tremendous desire for knowledge which is such a marked feature 
of the twelfth century created a new problem for the Church. Students 
were wandering all over Europe seeking capable masters ; books, which 
might or might not be orthodox, were being translated or written at a 
rapid rate ; masters like Abelard were setting up schools which had little 
connection with either cathedrals or monasteries. The Church was at 
first very suspicious of the new knowledge, especially of Greek science 
and logic. It was equally suspicious of the wandering students, who were 
nominally clergymen, but were actually subject to no authority; and 
most of all it suspected the teachers who were neither monks nor cathe- 
dral canons, and hence could not be easily supervised by existing eccle- 
siastical organizations. Some of the more mystical or ascetic churchmen 
would gladly have suppressed all the new knowledge, which in their eyes 
was mere worldly vanity, but the leaders of the Church recognized that 
this was impracticable and probably undesirable. The new learning 
could not be suppressed, but it could be controlled. Control was made 
easy by the rise of universities. The Church did not create the first 
universities, but it rapidly realized that they were ideal institutions for 
regulating the conduct of students, the content of books, and the doc- 
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trine of teachers. Many later universities were founded by the Church, 
and they became the organs through which the Church controlled edu- 
cation and research. 

The first universities were merely private associations, very much like 
the communes which governed the towns or the gilds which regulated 
commerce. In fact, throughout the middle ages the w'ord “university” 
was regularly used to denote communes and gilds as well as educational 
institutions. These associations were formed because both masters and 
students were suffering from lack of regulation of education. Masters 
did not enjoy seeing untrained charlatans set themselves up as teachers, 
and the students were annoyed by professors who scamped their work. 
Moreover, the towns in which students congregated often fleeced them 
by charging high prices for rooms and food — even today a university 
town is apt to be an expensive place in which to live. By forming an 
association, teachers and students were able to keep prices down, since 
they could threaten to migrate in a body if they were mistreated. 

The first university may well have been at Salerno, where, as we have 
seen, there had been a famous group of teachers of medicine at a very 
early date. Salerno certainly had a medical university before the end of 
the twelfth century, but we know very little about it. At Bologna, on 
the other hand, the organization of the twelfth century university is 
reasonably clear. Here the initiative was taken by the students of law, 
a group of relatively mature and influential men. The average student 
of liberal arts was a boy in his ’teens, but most of the law students had 
already had this elementary course, and hence were six or seven years 
older. Many of them occupied responsible positions in town and church 
governments and were studying in order to gain promotion. They were 
anxious not to waste their time, and as a result they made severe statutes 
regulating the activity of their professors. The teacher had to cover a 
fixed amount of ground during the year; he had to meet his class a 
certain number of times each week and keep his lectures above a mini- 
mum length ; he could not even leave town without the consent of his 
students. Students of other subjects, who had been attracted to Bologna 
by its fame as an educational center, also organized associations. Finally 
the professors, in self-defense, formed a gild of their own. No one could 
enter this gild until he had proved his mastery of his subject by examina- 
tion. Conversely, admittance to the gild of professors was conclusive 
proof that a subject had been mastered. IMany men who had no idea of 
teaching took the examinations which qualified them as professors be- 
cause it was the best way of demonstrating that they had successfully 
completed their work. 

Thus all the essential features of a university existed at Bologna be- 
fore the year 1200. vStudents attended regularly organized courses, they 
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prepared for examinations, and if they passed they received a teaching 
license, or, as we would say, a degree. All this seems so natural that it 
is hard to imagine any other arrangement, yet it marked a great change 
from classical methods of education. The Greeks and Romans had con- 
centrated more on individual instruction, and had never had anything 
like the teaching license. The individual instruction was often excellent, 
but it was far more expensive than the group instruction of the medieval 
university. And while professors of all ages have cursed the artificial 
nature of the standards for degrees, the existence of those standards 
does give the student a mark at which to aim and prevents, to some ex- 
tent, the dilettantism which afflicted Roman education under the Em- 
pire. 

Bologna, though it was the first fully organized university, was not 
entirely typical of such institutions. The lay element was strong there, 
as it was throughout Italy, and the Church never controlled Bologna 
as fully as it did northern institutions. Moreover, while the associations 
of professors and students were finally united in a sort of federation, 
the students remained the more powerful of the two groups. The Uni- 
versity of Paris, which was supervised by the Church and administered 
by the professors, was the model followed by Oxford, Cambridge, and 
other universities north of the Alps. And in the late middle ages Paris 
was unquestionably the dominant educational institution of Europe. 
“The Italians have the Papacy, the Germans have the Empire, but the 
French have the University” — so ran a saying of the thirteenth century. 
In education, as in art and literature, France obtained an undisputed 
leadership. 

The origins of the University of Paris are still very obscure. A school 
connected with the cathedral had long existed there, as at Chartres, 
Orleans, Laon and other ecclesiastical centers. It was not particularly 
eminent at first, but in the early years of the twelfth century the best 
teachers of the kingdom tended to congregate there, as is shown by the 
career of Abelard. The first teachers were probably attracted by purely 
material considerations. Paris was populous and wealthy and it lay at 
the intersection of important trade-routes which made it easily acces- 
sible to students. Once a group of eminent professors had settled there, 
other scholars were drawn to Paris by its reputation as an intellectual 
center. Soon the cathedral school became too small to hold all the 
teachers. They set up schools in other parts of the city, especially on the 
left bank, which eventually became the Latin, that is, the learned 
quarter. It is probable that all these men had to secure permission to 
teach from the chancellor of the cathedral, who was head of the cathe- 
dral school. During the latter half of the twelfth century the professors 
teaching at Paris began to organize, and to set up qualifications for 
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admission to their gild. They did not, however, become independent of 
the Church. The chancellor retained the right to grant the teacher’s 
license and he presided at the examinations which qualified students for 
the license. As Paris became the most important center of theological 
studies the pope began to take an interest in the affairs of the university. 
He granted Paris many privileges, but in return he influenced the cur- 
riculum and even the choice of professors. Once the leading European 
university had been brought under papal control, it was easier for the 
Church to make sure that the new learning would not harm the faith. 
Paris was fiercely orthodox and not apt to be seduced by heretical books 
or doctrines. At the same time the reputation of Paris was so great that 
ideas which were frowned on there were not easily accepted else- 
where. 

Life at a twelfth century university was more strenuous than at one 
of its modern descendants. There were no university buildings and no 
endowments to make life comfortable and education relatively cheap. 
It is true that fees were not high, and that poor students were supposed 
to receive free tuition, but books were very expensive, even if the stu- 
dents only rented them instead of buying them. It took a long time to 
obtain even the lowest degree, and candidates for the doctorate in law 
or theology often had to study twelve or fifteen years. Begging was the 
recognized means of working one's way through college and many boys 
spent their vacations tramping through the country collecting what they 
could from charitable persons. Even if he had enough money the student 
suffered many hardships. The halls which the professors hired for their 
lectures were unheated and often had no benches, much less desks. The 
students burrowed in the straw spread on the floor and took notes as 
best they could on scraps of parchment. Few students possessed the 
necessary books, so the usual method of teaching was for the professor 
to read a sentence or two from the text, and then to give a long explana- 
tion of its meaning. -All this material had to be memorized, and many 
students listened to the same course two or three times in succession to 
make sure that they had all the essential points. Examinations were 
always oral and were so difficult that at some institutions it was neces- 
sary to make rules against knifing the examiners. Yet the students seem 
to have had a good time. No regulations forced them to attend classes 
regularly or to present themselves for examination at the end of a fixed 
period. Their time was their own. to use or waste as they saw fit. There 
were serious students, who worked steadily year in and year out, but 
there were at least as many who engaged in the extra-curricular activ- 
ities of drinking, gambling, love-making and fighting the police. If their 
rioting went too far — and it often ended in homicide — they were rela- 
tively safe from punishment, since most universities had secured the 
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exemption of their students from the jurisdiction of secular courts. If 
a student fell into serious difficulties, or if he were bored with his work, 
he could alwaj's move to another university. This entailed no loss of 
lime, since the basic courses and textbooks were the same everywhere. 
It was often advantageous, since it was cheaper to go from Oxford to 
Paris to hear a famous professor than it was to buy one of his books. 
The life of these wandering students is reflected in the Goliardic poems 
which are still one of the best expressions of the undergraduate mentality 
that we possess. 

The same energy and skill which characterized other activities are 
evident in the architecture and the art of the twelfth century. The 
leadership of the Church is especially apparent in this field. All the im- 
portant works of art of this period w'ere ecclesiastical. The Church alone 
had the money and the organization necessary for completing large 
projects or for paying skilled workmen. Medieval art is one of the best 
examples of the way in which the Church stimulated the revival of 
civilization. It is also an excellent illustration of medieval originality. 
Beginning with degenerate Roman forms, then developing interesting 
adaptations of Roman models, medieval artists finally created a style 



which was almost the antithesis of 
the Roman and which has remained the 
great rival of classical styles down to 
the present day. 

The typical Christian church of the 
late empire was an adaptation of the 
Roman basilica, or law-court. It was 
an oblong building, divided into three 
or more aisles by the rows of pillars 
which held up the roof. The roof over 
the center aisle was usually raised 
above the roof on each side, and light 
was admitted through windows in the 
clerestory wall which held up this cen- 
ter section. The roofs were flat and 
were supported by wooden beams. This 
type of building was only slightly mod- 
ified by early Christian architects. 
Some of them rounded off the end op- 
posite the door in order to give a better 
background for the altar. Others intro- 
duced a cross-aisle in front of the altar 


Floor-Plan of a Medieval so that the whole church had the shape 
Church of a cross.These changes did not affect 
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the general plan of construction, and the basilica remained the standard 
type of Christian church in the West throughout the early middle ages. 

When the eleventh century revival encouraged churchmen to enlarge 
and rebuild their edifices, they found that the old pattern was not en- 
tirely satisfactory. The flat roof of Mediterranean countries was not 
practical in regions of heavy precipitation and the use of wooden beams 
encouraged disastrous fires. Both these difficulties could be avoided by 
the use of a vaulted stone roof, but this solution created new problems. 
It was hard to support the heavy roof over the center aisle, since the 
whole thrust had to be carried on the thin walls of the clerestory, which 
in turn were supported on a few scattered pillars. If the roof were low- 
ered, or if the windows were made smaller it w’as easier to support the 
weight, but these changes spoiled the proportions or the lighting of the 
church. Some architects, especially in Mediterranean countries, vaulted 
only the side aisles, and retained the wooden roof in the center, but north 
of the Alps there were persistent efforts to cover the entire building with 
stone. 

Some small churches were covered with barrel-vaults,* without losing 
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either their proportions or their strength, but this type of roof was not 
successful in large buildings. A solution was finally found by designing 
a roof on the basis of two barrel-vaults which intersected each other at 
right angles. As will be seen by the diagram, this concentrated the weight 
of the roof at a few points, which could be reinforced by buttresses. This 
invention made it possible to make the center aisle higher and broader, 
and to enlarge the rest of the church in proportion. It also made it pos- 
sible to enlarge the windows and flood the interior of the church with 
light. These changes prepared the way for the new Gothic architecture 
of the late twelfth century. 

The churches built during the period of experimentation were often 
very beautiful. In the interior the eye was carried along by rows of 
pillars until it reached the altar, framed against the soft obscurity of 
the apse. The exterior was ornamented by bands of geometrical designs, 

* A barrel-vault looks like a vertical cross-section of a barrel. The weight is 
equally distributed along the entire supporting wall. 
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and tlafi west fronL where the main entrance was placed, was often 
adorned with elaborate sculptures. The main lines of the building were 
horizontal, and the arches over the doors and between the pilfers were 
broad semicircles. The general effect was one of restraint, moderation, 
and good taste. Perhaps the fact that the monasteries, and especially 
Ouny, were the leaders in developing this t}-pe of architecture, has some- 
thing to do with this impression. This style of architecture is usually 
called Romanesque, since it was still based largely on the old Roman 
mod.e3. It flourished in all parts of Europe, and each .-egion developed 
its own particular variety of the style. Generally speaking. Roman in- 
fluences were strongest in Italy and southern France, while more orig- 
inality was found in central and northern France. 

By the middle of the twelfth century certain people in the region about 
Paris w'ere no longer satisfied with Romanesque churches. One reason 
for their discontent was that technical difficulties made ii hard to con- 
struct a large Romanesque church, and many churchmen were dreaming 
of edifices which should surpass anything yet built in size and mag- 
nificence. The change in religious attitudes may also have had some- 
thing to do with the change in style. There was still something of the 
Roman spirit in the Romanesque church; it was practical, earthbound, 
and precise. It could not express the new piety which soared toward 
heaven, which veiled everj'thing in lender mysticism, which thought in 
terms of the infinite. .Architects and builders may not have been affected 
by these religious emotions, but they could not escape the general spirit 
of the age. ^len of the twelfth century were enthusiastic, audacious, and 
romantic, and they found few of these qualities in the classical style or 
its derivatives. They may not have been entirely conscious of this fact, 
but in their experiments they always turned away from the classical 
tradition, instead of trying to restore it. 

One of the first centers of the new style was the monastery' of St. Denis, 
the burial place of the French kings. Here the great abbot, Suger, began 
to reconstruct the church in the first half of the twelfth century, and in 
his attempt to make it larger and finer employed many of the devices on 
which the Gothic style was based. Other neighboring monasteries also 
used the new technique. By the end of the century the bishops of the 
region had begun to rebuild their cathedrals and they, too, adopted the 
new stj ie. Thus before 1 200 the main principles of Gothic architecture 
had been laid down, though they had not yet been developed as fully as 
they were to be later. 

To a layman the essential things in a Gothic church seem to be height 
and light. The main lines of the building are vertical rather than hori- 
zontal and the window space is much greater than in a Romanesque 
church. These effects are secured by the use of rib-vaulting and the 
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pointed arch. Cross-vaulting, or the use of two intersecting barrel-vaults, 
has already been described. In Gothic buildings it was improved in ap- 
pearance (though not in strength) by supporting the lines of intersection 
by ribs of specially cut stone. This modified type of cross-vaulting is 
called rib-vaulting. Rib-vaulting concentrated all the weight of the roof 
at a few points on the clerestory wall. Instead of building heavy piers 



Cross-Section of a Gothic Church 


at these points, which would have extended into the interior of the 
church. Gothic architects preferred to use flying buttresses (see figure) 
which carried the thrust over the side aisle to a standing buttress on the 
exterior of the church. The result of these devices was that the walls of 
the church no longer had to carrj' the weight of the roof, which was sup- 
ported entirely by columns and buttresses. Thus the walls between the 
buttresses could be knocked out and windows could take most of the 
space formerly occupied by walls. This last result was not achieved at 
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once. Early Gothic architects left a good deal of blank wall space, and 
while their windows were large they were nothing like the size which 
was later attained. Notre Dame of Paris is a good example of this de- 
velopment. In the western end of the church, which was first built, the 
windows occupy only a small part of the wall ; in the rest of the church 
they are greatly enlarged. The new system of vaulting made it possible 
to construct churches which were much higher than any that had ever 
existed before. The pointed arch made them seem even higher than they 
were. A pointed arch, of course, stands somewhat higher than a semi- 
circular one covering the same span, but it is more important to observe 
that it carries the eye upward and emphasizes the height rather than the 
breadth of the space it bridges. The pointed arch also gives somewhat 
more window-space than the round arch, and this may have been the 
first reason for its adoption. Here again development was very gradual. 
The first pointed arches were rather broad in proportion to their height ; 
only in the late thirteenth century did the excessively narrow, extremely 
pointed arch become fashionable. Early Gothic churches still have some 
of the restraint and moderation of Romanesque ; the new art has not 
yet been pushed to extremes. 

Early Gothic churches are not as spectacular as those of the thirteenth 
century, but they have a special interest for the historian. Here we can 
see the men of the middle ages working out a difficult series of technical 
problems and follow them step by step in their work. They developed 
their new methods with amazing rapidity and displayed none of the 
conservatism which is popularly supposed to have been the dominant 
characteristic of the middle ages. Romanesque style was obsolete in 
He de France within less than a half-century after the first experiments. 
Within the next half-century some of the most perfect Gothic churches 
in existence had been built. Things do not move much more rapidly at 
present. The American sky-scraper, with its emphasis on height and 
lighting, is in many ways the modern counterpart of the Gothic cathe- 
dral. The technical device which makes the sky-scraper possible is the 
steel skeleton. This device was discovered in the 1880’s but it was at 
least thirty years before architects began to emphasize vertical lines in 
steel buildings, and it was not until the 1920’s that all the possibilities of 
the new method began to be explored. 

The development of Gothic architecture has been described at some 
length because it is the most striking and enduring example of medieval 
artistic work. It is impossible to discuss the other arts adequately in the 
limited space available. In general it may be said that the representa- 
tional arts — sculpture, painting, and manuscript illumination — followed 
the same course. In the beginning Christian art merely imitated the 
decadent realism of the late empire. Stumpy, doll-like figures were 
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arranged in patterns which conveyed the essential elements of the Chris- 
tian story. But this would-be realism was so unrealistic that it was soon 
abandoned. The essential thing was to tell the story, to convey the de- 
sired idea. Figures became symbols; there was no attempt to make 
them lifelike or to achieve the ideal beauty of the Greeks. Yet, by con- 
centrating on the idea or the emotion which was to be portrayed, medieval 
artists attained a new type of beauty. It is a beauty based on faith and 
knowledge, it can be appreciated only after a little study, but the study 
is well worth while. Medieval sculpture, in particular, far surpasses that 
of the Romans, and is a worthy rival to the work of the Greeks. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE RISE OF THE WESTERN MONARCHIES 


jAT the end of the eleventh century the average inhabitant of 
Europe was subject to many overlapping authorities. He had 
/ — % an immediate feudal lord, who controlled most of his ordi- 
jL A..nary activities. Besides this lord there might be one or more 
men higher up in the feudal hierarchy who had reserved certain rights 
of justice or of toll over him. Then there was the king, who had ill- 
defined but not entirely forgotten claims to obedience. Finally, the 
Church courts controlled many personal relationships and the pope, as 
head of Christendom, was also the highest political authority. With so 
many claimants to power, kings were neither especially dignified nor 
especially important. In most regions of Europe they did not receive 
the primary allegiance of their peoples and could not determine the 
political destinies of their countries. Primary allegiance went either to 
the local lord who controlled the economic life of his district or to a duke 
or count who had military supremacy. And, as we have seen, the fate of 
Europe in the eleventh century was determined by feudal lords rather 
than by kings. The revival of civilization did not change this situation 
in central and eastern Europe, in fact kings became weaker there rather 
than stronger. In the West, on the other hand, royal power increased 
during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. There were setbacks caused 
by weak reigns, but in the long run the kings of England, France, and 
Spain succeeded in gaining some degree of control over all their subjects 
and in making their kingdoms effective political units. The first steps 
in this development were taken during the twelfth century. 


1. England 

When William the Conqueror died in 1087, the English monarchy was 
undoubtedly the most advanced in western Europe. Yet the power of 
the king was still very limited and England was not yet a political unit. 
Feudal lords had wide control of local government and the king could 
not raise an army nor run the central administration without their aid. 
There was a sharp division between the Norman ruling class and the 
subject Anglo-Saxons. Both king and barons had many interests across 
the channel and the welfare of England was often sacrificed in defending 
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these interests. William had been very powerful, but his power was based 
to a large degree on his remarkable personality and on the unusual cir- 
cumstance of the Conquest. It remained to be seen whether his succes- 
sors could obtain the loyalty of the Anglo-Saxons and retain the loyalty 
of the Norman barons. 

Upon the Conqueror’s death, William II (Rufus) became king, but 
not without opposition. Many of the barons preferred his weak, good- 
natured elder brother Robert, who was duke of Normandy. To strengthen 
himself, William had to seek the support of the Anglo-Saxons, promising 
them better government and lighter taxation. With their aid he crushed 
the revolt of the barons. Robert, however, continued to make trouble 
until he joined the First Crusade and pawned his duchy to Rufus in order 
to obtain money for the expedition to the Holy Land. With the removal 
of this threat William began to treat his barons more harshly. He pushed 
his rights as overlord to the limit, and made as much money as possible 
out of feudal incidents such as relief, wardship, and marriage. He also 
had a bitter quarrel with Anselm, the new archbishop of Canterbury. 
Anselm was imbued with the ideas of the reform party in the Church 
and this naturally led to conflict with a Norman ruler who felt that his 
bishops were merely a more subservient type of baron. Anselm was 
forced into exile, and the leaders of the Church joined the barons in 
denouncing the Red King. Even the English seem to have disliked him 
and when he was shot while hunting in the New Forest there was a gen- 
eral feeling of relief. William Rufus had lost no power — in fact he had 
probably increased his authority over his vassals — but he certainly had 
not made the monarchy popular. 

His younger brother Henry at once seized the royal treasure at Win- 
chester and had himself crowned king. His right to the throne was very 
doubtful, as his eldest brother Robert was still alive. Therefore Henry 
sought support from all groups in England. He granted a charter of 
liberties to his barons, promising to refrain from his brother’s abuses of 
feudal rights. Though Henry did not keep all his promises, the charter 
was an important precedent in later attempts to limit the royal power. 
He married the English Edith, a descendant of Alfred the Great,‘ in 
order to secure the good will of the native population. He recalled Anselm 
and aided him in reforming the English church, though he was unable 
to avoid a new conflict on the question of investiture. Even this difficult 
problem was settled by a compromise in 1106. Henry gave up the right 
to invest prelates with ecclesiastical insignia but, by retaining his claim 
to homage, he preserved practical control over eccesiastical elections. 

^ As the result of this marriage, all of Henry’s successors on the English throne, 
with the single exception of Stephen, were descendants of both Alfred and Wil- 
liam the Conqueror. 
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By these moves Henry gained the support of most Englishmen, and 
the barons who, with Robert’s aid, attempted to resist him were subdued. 
Henry then determined to end the Norman danger. After a long struggle 
he captured and imprisoned Robert and took over the government of 
Normandy. This was done in spite of the opposition of the French king, 
who would have preferred to keep the weak Robert as a neighbor. Henry 
was now so powerful that he could take up the task of strengthening the 
royal government and extending its authority without fear of opposition. 
All later kings built on his foundations and some of the institutions 
which he created survive today. 

To understand his achievements we must again consider the nature 
of the curia regis, the king’s court. The curia was composed of the men 
who happened to be with the king at a given moment, and it could assist 
the king in any of his work. Under the two Williams it had been more 
or less of an amateur body. Few members of the curia spent all their 
time in the service of the king, and any member of the curia was sup- 
posed to be capable of undertaking any sort of administrative work. The 
procedure of the curia was informal, its activity was intermittent and 
its records were incomplete. Under Henry I there was a beginning of 
specialization and professionalization. A separate financial department 
and a separate judicial system began to split off the main body of the 
curia. A group of trained administrators emerged, who devoted almost 
all their time to government service. The number of royal clerks was 
increased, more and better records were kept, and administrative tradi- 
tions which were not dependent on the personality of the king were 
established. 

The clearest example of these changes is the growth of the financial 
department known as the Exchequer. This name came from the table, 
marked off into squares like a checker-board, which the curia used when 
it audited sheriffs’ accounts. The first column was reserved for pennies, 
the next for shillings, and the others for pounds and their multiples. The 
money and credits turned in by a sheriff were indicated by moving 
counters on the board. If the final figure equaled the sum which the 
records showed was due, the sheriff was dismissed in peace. If there was 
any deficiency, he was personally liable to the king. Obviously, this sort 
of work would not be attractive to an ordinary feudal lord, even if he 
were a frequent attendant at the curia. It required the use of written 
records and of arithmetic, both of which were deep mysteries to the 
average baron. Thus the meetings of the curia at the Exchequer table 
were attended only by a handful of men who had an aptitude for this 
work and who were constantly with the king. This tended to separate 
the Exchequer from the rest of the curia and it gradually became a sep- 
arate department with its own staff of clerks and its own records. The 
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most important of these records was the pipe-roll, which gave all the 
details of the semi-annual accounting with the sheriffs. It derived its 
name from the fact that the sheets of parchment on which these accounts 
were written were rolled together in a large cylindrical bundle. Only one 
pipe-roll of the reign of Henry I has survived, but there is a continuous 
series from 1154 to the nineteenth century. No other country has such 
complete medieval financial records, and as a result we know much more 
about the English government than we do about those of the continent. 

The importance of the Exchequer was very great. Royal political 
supremacy was based on royal wealth. The king mastered the barons 
because his financial resources were greater than theirs, and the organ- 
ization of the Exchequer assured him a large and steady income at a 
very early date. The Exchequer also aided the king to free himself from 
dependence on the barons. It was a training-ground for professional ad- 
ministrators, a branch of the government which the barons could never 
control. It kept close check on the sheriffs, who were members of the 
feudal nobility, and kept them from quietly annexing royal rights and 
prerogatives. Finally, it gave the king detailed information about the 
state of the country and so enabled him to act swiftly and effectively. 

Henry could not professionalize his judicial system as completely as 
his financial administration. Like most laymen of any period, the barons 
felt themselves much more able to decide law-suits than to audit ac- 
counts. The curia, when it acted as a judicial body, always included 
several feudal lords, and if it were trying a great baron it would include 
many men of his rank. Yet there was a small group of royal advisers who 
were almost always present and who were somewhat more expert in the 
law than the ordinary lord. In the local courts Henry was able to go 
much further. Cases reserved for royal justice had usually been tried by 
the sheriffs in the county courts. The sheriffs had so many other duties 
that they were not very efficient in administering justice, and this was 
bad both for the king’s revenue and the peace of the land. Henry tried 
to remedy this by sending members of the curia to try pleas of the crown 
in local courts. These men, armed with the full authority of the curia 
regis, free from other responsibilities, were far more effective as judges 
than the sheriffs. By the end of the reign they were making regular cir- 
cuits through England, dispensing royal justice and increasing royal 
prestige in all corners of the realm. Many of these judges served the 
king for several years, and they, too, began to develop professional 
traditions. They are the predecessors of the circuit judges who still exist 
in England and the United States. 

Henry was obviously trying to free himself from complete dependence 
upon the great barons. One chronicler scornfully remarked that he sur- 
rounded himself with men whom he had “raised from the dust.” His 
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most trusted adviser was Bishop Roger of Salisbury, who had been a 
poor parish priest in Normandy. Roger had much to do with the organ- 
ization of the Exchequer and he, with his nephews and grand-nephews, 
ran the finances of England for a half-century. Henry’s sheriffs were 
usually minor vassals, not the great barons who had held the office under 
the Williams, and most of his judges were selected from the same class. 
These men owed everything to the king and were not dominated by 
feudal interests. They were powerful only as the king was powerful and 
they guarded his rights zealously. 

Yet Henry did not end feudalism in England, though he prepared the 
way for its collapse during the next century. He could not ignore the 
great barons and never dreamed of depriving them of their legitimate 
authority. He consulted them on all important occasions and never in- 
terfered with their government of their own fiefs. His reforms prevented 
feudalism from growing any further; there were no large-scale usurpa- 
tions of royal authority during his reign. His reforms also enabled him 
to use his reserved powers very effective!}' and to impress the people with 
the efficiency of his government. He was called the “Lion of Justice” 
and chroniclers praised the peace and security which he gave the land. 
As a result Henry was much more popular with the English than the 
two Williams had been, and during his reign the cleavage between the 
conquerors and the conquered began to disappear. 

Henry’s work was severely tested after his death. His son had been 
drowned in a shipwreck and his only other legitimate child was a daugh- 
ter Matilda, who had married the count of Anjou. It was very doubtful 
whether a woman could inherit the throne, and Matilda was unpopular, 
both because of her arrogance and because she had married a hereditary 
enemy of the Normans. Henry’s effort to secure the throne for his daugh- 
ter was opposed by many barons, who favored the claims of Stephen 
of Blois, a son of the Conqueror’s daughter. When Henry died, Stephen 
rushed to England, secured the royal treasure and the support of some 
bishops, and was crowned king. Matilda did not act promptly, so Stephen 
was accepted by the barons, though with no great enthusiasm. He had 
to grant a new charter of liberties and make many concessions to the 
Church. Then Matilda and her husband began the conquest of the Nor- 
man heritage. The count of Anjou invaded Normandy, while Matilda 
raised her banner in the west of England. This began a long and in- 
decisive civil war, which was profitable only to the barons. By changing 
sides at the proper moment they were able to demand large rewards for 
their services, and some of them became virtually independent rulers 
of large territories. The peasants suffered severely, since they were 
plundered and tortured by both sides. The Church became much more 
independent of lay authority, yet its estates were devastated and some 
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of its buildings burned. During the nineteen years of Stephen's reign 
England learned what uncontrolled feudalism could do. 

Yet everything was not lost. Stephen remained king, in spite of tem- 
porary successes of his rival, and the central government did not collapse 
completely. The Exchequer continued to function, and some of Henry’s 
administrators remained in the royal service. Most important of all, 
rear-vassals and knights could not forget the generation of peace which 
Henry had given them. As the war dragged on they became unwilling 
to fight for either side or to aid their baronial overlords to gain powers 
which made them local tyrants. England had had too long a period of 
stable government to lapse into feudal anarchy like that of the tenth 
century, and general disgust with the war eventually made a compromise 
settlement possible. When Stephen’s heir died the old king agreed to 
recognize Matilda’s son Henry as his successor. The weary ruler did 
not long survive this treaty. He died in 1154, and Henry of Anjou be- 
came king of England. 

Henry II was only twenty-one when he ascended the throne but he 
had already had wide experience in war and in government. His father 
had conquered Normandy for him and he had been actual ruler of the 
duchy since 1150. In 1151 his father died, leaving him Anjou and Tou- 
raine, and in 1152 he married the greatest heiress of France, Eleanor 
of Aquitaine. With her he secured Poitou, Guienne, and Gascony, and 
claims to the lordship of the whole southwest corner of France. Henry 
was the greatest lord in France, with lands far wider than those of the 
Capetian king, before he became ruler of England. These French posses- 
sions explain many of his policies, for it was far more difficult to retain 
them than it was to hold England. As a result, Henry spent only about 
a third of his long reign in England and was frequently absent from 
the island for years at a time. Henry was French by birth, education, 
and speech and England was by no means the center of his empire. 

Yet this Frenchman with predominantly continental interests was 
one of the great architects of the English constitution. This was partly 
due to enlightened selfishness. Henry needed the resources of England 
for his continental wars, and he could not get them unless the island 
were well governed. He could not leave England for long periods to its 
own devices unless he also left a smooth-running, bureaucratic admin- 
istration which could function without him. But there was more to it 
than this. Henry had a passion for order and justice, and a real interest 
in the details of administration. He governed well, not only because it 
was profitable, but also because he enjoyed the work of government. He 
had no use for pomp and ceremony ; he despised the new-fangled talk 
of chivalry ; but he would spend hours on a difficult legal question and 
he audited his accounts down to the last penny. He was a man of tireless 
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energy who exhausted his officials by his endless capacity for work and 
travel ; he was determined to have order in his lands, even if he had to 
fight to get it, and he maintained his policies in the face of terrific oppo- 
sition. He was harsh, and at times cruel ; not a very lovable nor a very 
pious individual, but one who commanded, and still commands respect 
for the work he did. He was a genius in the art of government ; his work 
was so well adapted to the needs of the period that neither his own 
severity nor the opposition of Church and baronage could make it un- 
popular. 

His first task was to restore the good order of his grandfather’s reign, 
who had “made peace for men and deer.” The barons were compelled 
to surrender their castles or else to destroy them, armed bands of mer- 
cenary soldiers were driven from the country, and royal lands and rights 
which had been lost under Stephen were reclaimed. This work was made 
easier by the general war-weariness ; no one would support the barons 
in their efforts to retain their spoils. Then the central administration 
was reinstituted and some of the old trained officials were recalled. The 
Exchequer was now able to work freely, without being hampered by 
semi-independent feudal lords, and the circuit judges went forth through 
all England again. 

But Henry II went far beyond his grandfather. The elder Henry had 
made his courts efficient, but he had made no great effort to attract cases 
from baronial jurisdictions. Henry II did his best to bring all important 
lawsuits before his own justices. Thus he increased his revenues and at 
the same time restricted the power of the feudal barons. These results 
were obtained by a great extension of the use of the sworn inquest, or 
jury. Earlier kings, notably the Conqueror, had used the inquest pri- 
marily to obtain information for their own use. On rare occasions in- 
quests had been used to settle disputes between prominent men. Henry 
had the brilliant idea of allowing any man the right to call an inquest in 
certain types of civil suits if he paid a small fee for the privilege. Since 
the king alone could authorize this procedure, any one wishing trial by 
inquest had to go to the royal courts. A great many people did want trial 
by inquest, since it was much more satisfactory than the older methods 
of compurgation or w'ager of battle. When the new procedure was used 
the judges called in a body of neighbors, usually twelve in number, and 
asked them specific questions about the property in dispute. The answer, 
or verdict, might be based on firsthand knowledge, or on mere neighbor- 
hood gossip, but it was at least dependent upon some sort of evidence 
and not on superstition. Henry eventually allowed any freeman to de- 
mand an inquest if his title to a feudal holding were questioned. Since 
almost all civil suits between members of the upper classes involved 
questions of feudal tenure, this extension of procedure by inquest meant 
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that the baronial courts lost most of their civil jurisdiction. In addition, 
since the tenure of rear-vassals was now protected by royal courts, the 
barons lost much of their authority over their followers. Kniithts and 
other petty vassals could no longer be dispossessed by their lords on 
flung.' excuses and they were much less ready to give blind obedience 
to their feudal superiors. 

The inquest worked so well in civil cases that Hemy determined to 
tiy it in criminal procedure. Before Heart's reforms, many crimes of 
violence went unpunished because it was the duty of the injured party 
or his friends to accuse the criminal. If the latter was a powerful man 
the injured often feared to bring charges against him. lest a worse fate 
befall them. By the assize of Clarendon, 1166. Hemy made it the duty 
of the itinerant justices and sherifls to call together twelve men from 
each hundred, and four from each vill. and to put them upon oath to say 
“whether there is in their hundred or in their vill any man who has been 
accused or publicly suspected of being a robber, or murderer, or thief, 
or of being a receiver of robbers, or murderers or thieves."’ A man accused 
by such an inquest had to undergo the ordeal of water. If he failed he 
was hanged or mutilated, but even if he came out successfully he might 
be banished if he were “of verj- bad reputation and publicly and dis- 
gracefully spoken ill of by the testimony of many reputable men.” This 
assize not only brought many criminals to justice who would otherwise 
have escaped, but also weakened the criminal jurisdiction of the feudal 
lords. The king alone could call criminal inquests, and those accused by 
the jurors could be tried onlj' in the king’s courts. Thus all criminal 
cases of any importance were transferred to the king's jurisdiction. 

Henry had created the civil jury much as we know it today. All that 
remained was to apply his principles to all tj-pes of civil suits and to 
allow witnesses to give testimony before the jurors. These steps were 
gradually taken during the next three centuries. He had not gone so far 
on the criminal side. The inquest there corresponded to the modem 
grand jury, but the men indicted were still tried by ordeal. In 1215, how- 
ever, a church council forbade the use of ordeals, and it was necessary 
to find another means of determining the guilt of the accused. Since the 
jury was already there, English judges naturally turned to it for a solu- 
tion to the problem. The accused was compelled to accept as final the 
verdict of the grand jury of his hundred or of the four neighboring vills. 
This was seen to be not entirely fair and eventually a second jury, the 
petit or trial jury, w'as selected to determine the guilt of men indicted 
by a grand jury. 

Henry used the jury not only to settle other men’s law-suits but to 
determine his own rights. The grand jury had to give information about 
all royal possessions and revenues in its district, and this information 
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was very useful to the king and his ministers. It also reported on the 
behavior of local officials and so kept them from becoming too independ- 
ent or corrupt. Henry did not object to severity and extortion as long 
as he profited by it, but he did not like to have his officials use their power 
to enrich themselves. The modern grand jury has inherited the right to 
investigate the acts of public officials, and this is probably its most use- 
ful function today. 

The great increase in the use of the jury added to the powers of the 
circuit judges and still further decreased the importance of the sheriff. 
His judicial functions were now restricted to petty cases, and his work 
was constantly checked by the circuit judges and the grand juries. This 
gave the king much more control over local government. The circuit 
judges were absolutely in his power. They were given detailed instruc- 
tions before they went out, and they had to render detailed reports when 
they returned. Because of their close personal relations with the king 
they carried out his orders far more carefully than the sheriffs had done, 
and they seem to have been much more honest. The Inquest of Sheriffs 
in 1 1 70 showed how the new system could be used to improve local gov- 
ernment. In that year Henry had juries all over the country give a special 
report on the behavior of the sheriffs, and as a result of this investigation 
fifteen out of twenty-two sheriffs were dismissed from office. 

Henry’s last judicial reform was the creation of a central court at the 
king’s residence. Some cases were too important to be entrusted to the 
circuit judges, and many men were too impatient to wait for the royal 
judges to come to their neighborhood. Thus many law-suits were brought 
before the king and his followers. Yet English law was becoming too 
technical to be administered by the whole membership of the curia regis. 
Therefore Henry, toward the end of his reign, selected certain members 
of the curia who were well versed in law, and had them try most of the 
cases which were brought before his court. This was the beginning of a 
new split in the curia, since these judges eventually became members of 
an independent law-court. The old feudal curia continued to exist as an 
advisory body and it still tried cases of unusual importance, but the 
professional administrators had made another advance. 

In his reforms of the courts Henry came into conflict with the Church. 
As we have seen, the bishops had become much more independent under 
Stephen, and the church courts had greatly increased their jurisdiction. 
Their right to try cases involving marriage and wills was universally 
recognized, but their claim to try all suits in which clerics or church 
property were involved was new in England. Even more extreme was 
their claim to try all suits involving breach of an oath — in other words 
all cases of contract. If pushed to a logical extreme, these categories 
would have included a large proportion of all suits, and this would have 
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lessened the power and revenue which the king was deriving from his 
courts. The tribunals of the Church were popular, not only because the 
penalties imposed there were lighter, but also because they gave a very 
good brand of justice. The Church was improving its administrative 
system and legal procedure at least as rapidly as Henry II, and canon 
law was superior to that of the king’s court in many respects. It is not 
surprising that many men sought to have their cases tried in ecclesiastical 
courts and that they devised many expedients to secure this privilege. 
The king was especially annoyed by the fact that many criminals were 
able to claim that they were members of the clergy, and hence to escape 
the severe punishments of the secular courts. Not only clergymen, as we 
understand the word, but also all students, all crusaders, all officials of 
the Church and all servants of churchmen could demand trial in church 
courts. In such a numerous and heterogeneous body there were bound 
to be some men of evil life, and Henry believed that many murderers 
and thieves were being protected by clerical privilege. He determined to 
check this abuse, and at the same time to limit the growth of the rival 
jurisdiction. This brought him into conflict with the Church, as repre- 
sented by Thomas Becket, archbishop of Canterbury. 

Thomas was the son of a Norman who had settled in London and be- 
come a wealthy merchant. He had received a good education and had 
entered the office of a London businessman who had many dealings with 
barons and prelates. This brought him to the notice of the archbishop 
of Canterbury, who took him into his household. There Thomas had an 
opportunity to learn much about the affairs of the realm as well as those 
of the Church. He proved an able subordinate and was sent by the arch- 
bishop to Bologna to study the new science of canon law. He also played 
a part in the diplomatic negotiations which enabled Henry II to succeed 
Stephen as king of England. He was then made archdeacon of Canter- 
bury, which meant that he was responsible for all the secular business 
of the diocese. When Henry became king the archbishop recommended 
Thomas to him, and he was made chancellor. Thomas was sixteen years 
older than the young sovereign, but the two men had the same love of 
business and the same taste in amusements, so that they became insep- 
arable companions. The chancellor received many gifts and rich bene- 
fices from the king and soon was leading a luxurious life. His household 
was one of the most splendid in Europe and in it the king’s own son and 
many young nobles were trained in chivalry. At the same time Thomas 
was an able administrator and gave Henry loyal support, even against 
the Church. 

Naturally, when the old archbishop died the king wished to make his 
faithful servant and friend the head of the English Church. By this 
appointment he hoped not only to avoid all conflict with ecclesiastical 
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authority but also to gain the full support of the spiritual power in his 
work of rebuilding the government. Thomas is said to have hesitated 
and to have warned Henry that “an archbishop must give offense either 
to God or to the king.” This story may have been invented later to ex- 
plain the difficulties which eventually arose. In any case Thomas’ re- 
luctance was soon overcome and he was duly elected and consecrated. 
Shortly thereafter he resigned the chancellorship, much against the 
king’s will, and renounced his luxurious life. He wore a hair shirt, visited 
the sick, and washed the feet of beggars. “As he had been accustomed 
to preeminence in worldly glory, he now determined to be first in holy 
living.” Soon he was quarreling violently with Henry and denouncing 
his old master as a tyrant. 

This sudden change in Thomas’ life has been explained in many ways. 
Undoubtedly he was influenced by the traditions of his office. Thomas 
was always something of an actor and he tried to play every role assigned 
to him properly. He was also a proud man, and he may have wished to 
assert his independence of king and court after many years of subordi- 
nation. But histrionic ability and pride are not the qualities which made 
him a saint and a martyr. Like so many leaders of the reforming move- 
ment, he had experienced a conversion which made religion a real force 
in his life instead of a mere form. Like other reforming leaders he felt 
that faith, personal morality, and the independence of the Church were 
inextricably bound together. Asceticism and opposition to the king were 
both necessary if he was to preserve his revivified belief. 

The quarrel between king and archbishop came to a head in 1164, 
when relations between the secular and ecclesiastical courts were being 
discussed. Henry demanded that clerks found guilty of heinous crimes 
by the church courts should be degraded and handed over to lay courts 
for punishment. Thomas refused, saying that clerks could not be judged 
by any secular power. Then Henry tried to solve the problem by mak- 
ing Thomas swear to observe the customs (that is, the past usages) of 
the land. Thomas at first would not agree, but the king became so angry 
at this refusal that the other bishops were frightened. They felt that 
this was no time for an open breach with Henry and finally persuaded 
Thomas to swear obedience to “the customs of the kingdom.” Henry 
immediately summoned a council at Clarendon and asked “wise men” 
to write out the customs, so that there might be no question in the future 
as to what they were. The document produced by this inquest was 
known as the “Constitutions of Clarendon.” When it was read to Thomas 
and he was asked to set his seal to it as he had promised, he replied : 
“Never, while there is breath left in my body.” For these Constitutions 
settled many disputed issues in favor of the king and deprived the 
Church of almost everything which it had gained since 1100. Opportu- 
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nities for the Church to draw civil suits into its courts were greatly re- 
stricted, appeals to the pope were forbidden, bishops were not to leave 
the realm without royal permission, vassals and officials of the king 
were not to be excommunicated until he had been notified, and finally, 
criminous clerks convicted in ecclesiastical courts were no longer to be 
protected by the Church but were to be punished by the royal justices. 

While the Constitutions were hardly a fair statement of recent prac- 
tice, they were reasonably close to the usages of Henry I’s time. For 
this reason, and also because the pope was occupied with the struggle 
with Frederick Barbarossa, most of the English clergy were ready to 
accept them. Xot so Thomas. Henry put more and more pressure on 
him and finally the archbishop, fearing for his life, fled to France to 
seek the support of the pope. But .Alexander III, who had just been 
driven from Italy by the emperor, did not wish to antagonize the most 
powerful ruler of the West. He temporized, and finally a peace was 
patched up betv.-een Henry and Thomas which decided none of the dis- 
puted issues. Thomas returned to England full of bitterness against the 
king and against his fellow-bishops who had failed to support him. 

.\s soon as he was re&tablished at Canterbury he determined to assert 
his archiepiscopal authority and to insist upon the freedom of the Church. 
He excommunicated the bishops who had sided with the king, and the 
laymen who had occupied the lands of Canterburt- during his absence. 
This was in direct contravention of the Constitutions of Clarendon, 
which forbade excommunication of royal vassals, and meant that the 
whole struggle was beginning again. When the news reached Henry in 
France, he w-as seized by one of his typical and ungovernable fits of rage. 
He asked why he had no followers loyal enough to rid him of this ‘'false 
priest,” and the rhetorical question was taken seriously by four knights 
of the household. They crossed to England, hastened to Canterbury, 
and murdered the archbishop in his own cathedral. 

Thomas secured a greater victory by his death as a martyr than he 
could have obtained if he had lived. Henry undoubtedly realized this 
and also was genuinely grieved at the result of his outburst of passion. 
For days he shut himself up, fasting and alone. He took oath that he 
was innocent of the murder and a year later did penance bj' receiving 
a public scourging at Canterbury which w^as so severe that he fell ill. 
He also had to yield some, though not all, of the claims made in the Con- 
stitutions. The royal courts retained the civil jurisdiction which they 
had asserted, but they surrendered their right to punish criminous clerks. 
.■Appeals to the pope and trips to the papal curia had to be allowed, and 
thus Henr3'’s attempt to interfere with the development of the competing 
jurisdiction was defeated. He had been unable to regulate and limit the 
church courts as he had those of the barons, and ecclesiastical judges 



282 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

retained their power in England down to the time of the Reformation. 

The murder of Thomas was also an excuse for a great rebellion against 
the king. The barons were annoyed by the inroads which Henry had 
made on their jurisdictions, by the rise of the professional element in 
the curia, and by a new military system which made feudal service less 
important. Early in the reign Henry had begun the practice of taking 
scutage (shield-money) instead of military service from most of his 
vassals. The vassal paid what the service would have cost him, and with 
the money the king hired mercenaries. Henry I had done the same thing 
in isolated cases, but, as usual, the generalization of the expedient by 
Henry H caused more of a shock than the first experiment. The mer- 
cenaries whom he hired with the proceeds of scutage made him less 
dependent on the barons and decreased their influence at court. The 
memories of the civil war of Stephen’s day were growing dim and the 
assassination of Thomas weakened Henry’s hold on his people. Thomas 
was soon canonized and his shrine at Canterbury became the goal of 
thousands who nourished feelings of bitter indignation against the king 
who had murdered a saint. The nobles took advantage of this feeling 
to organize a widespread revolt,, but Henry’s better-organized forces 
eventually succeeded in suppressing it. The king of Scots, who had aided 
the rebels, was captured and made to do homage for his kingdom. A 
little later Henry went to Ireland, where some of his vassals had already 
begun a conquest of the island, and received their homage as well as that 
of some Irish chieftains. Yet, in spite of these successes the great rebel- 
lion marked a turning-point in Henry’s reign. The king had been seri- 
ously threatened, and the steady growth of royal power was interrupted 
for a time. Even though the revolt failed, the tradition of rebellion had 
been revived and the great opponent of royal absolutism had been canon- 
ized. Henry moved cautiously for some years after 1173 and made fewer 
innovations in his government. 

Increasing difficulties in his French fiefs also diverted Henry’s atten- 
tion from the problems of his English realm. His sons were greedy for 
power, anxious for a share of their father’s lands, and willing to go to 
any extremes in order to obtain their desires. The astute French king, 
Philip Augustus, encouraged their ambitions and supported them when 
they rebelled against their father. Henry held his own for a while, but 
was forced to make an unfavorable peace in 1189, and died broken- 
hearted, moaning, “Shame on a conquered king ! ” 

Yet his work lived after him. During the last part of Henry’s life and 
for the whole ten years of Richard’s reign (1189-1199) the king was 
hardly ever in England. This would have been fatal to royal authority 
at an earlier period, but Henry had established his government so firmly 
that it could function even in the absence of a king. It not only preserved 
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but even increased royal power by perfecting administrative and judicial 
techniques. The most notable example is the introduction of taxation 
into England. A tithe for the Third Crusade, the money for Richard’s 
ransom, and large sums for his wars in France were raised by taxes on 
real estate, personal property, and incomes. This was almost unprece- 
dented, yet the government was so strong that there were only minor 
protests against the innovation. The three kings who followed Henry II 
were all incompetent, yet neither Richard’s neglect, John’s perversity, 
nor Henry Ill’s perpetual childishness weakened the institutions estab- 
lished by the great Angevin. 

Richard had squeezed England dry of money, but he was at least a 
good general and had personal qualities which made him popular with 
many Englishmen. His brother John, who succeeded him in 1199, was 
just as greedy and had fewer redeeming traits. He was suspicious and 
erratic, unscrupulous and fearful. He trusted no one and, naturally, re- 
ceived no one’s trust. He was always making clever and daring plans 
which were never fully executed, either because his own followers be- 
trayed him, or because he lost his nerve. As a crowning misfortune, he 
had as his chief antagonists one of the greatest popes and one of the 
ablest French kings. 

The defects in John’s character first betrayed him to Philip Augustus 
of France. Philip had long sought to annex the Angevin fiefs, but had 
made little headway against Henry II and Richard. John gave Philip 
a perfect excuse for renewing the old quarrel by marrying Isabelle of 
Angouleme, who was betrothed to one of John’s own vassals. This was 
a clear breach of the feudal contract. John had dishonored his vassal, 
and the latter appealed to Philip Augustus who, as John’s overlord, had 
the right to judge such a case. Philip cited John to his court, but John 
refused to appear, thus breaking another feudal obligation. The French 
court then pronounced the forfeiture of John’s fiefs and Philip went to 
war to enforce the sentence. He made further trouble for John by recog- 
nizing Arthur of Brittany as heir to most of the Angevin possessions. 
According to modern ideas Arthur had a better claim to Henry H’s lands 
than John, since he was the son of John’s early-lost elder brother Geof- 
frey. He already had some partisans, and Philip’s act gave him increased 
support. John apparently solved this difficulty by capturing Arthur, but 
soon lost his advantage by allowing tbe boy to be secretly murdered. 
This new evidence of John’s untrustworthiness, combined with his vacil- 
lating conduct of the war, alienated the nobles of Normandy and Anjou. 
Most of them swore allegiance to Philip, and the northern Angevin 
possessions were occupied without much difficulty. By 1204 John had 
lost all his French fiefs except Gascony and part of Poitou. 

This defeat had many important consequences. It weakened John’s 
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prestige and strengthened the baronial opposition in England. Many 
English lords were deprived of lands in Normandy as a result of Philip’s 
victory, and they blamed John for their losses. They were more than 
ever determined to preserve the rights and revenues which they still 
retained in England. At the same time the loss of Normandy stimulated 
the growth of English nationalism. From 1066 to 1200 England had been 
little more than an outlying province of France, and the ruling class 
had been French in speech and culture if not in blood. The loss of Nor- 
mandy and the long war with France which followed broke the close 
connection with the continent and the great barons became more and 
more English during the thirteenth century. As they identified them- 
selves with the country, suppressed English culture began to revive ; it 
is no accident that English became a literary language only after the 
reign of John. This incipient English nationalism worked to the king’s 
disadvantage, since both John and his son Henry III remained more in- 
terested in the continent than did their subjects. Thus the barons could 
pose as defenders of English interests against their foreign-minded 
kings. 

The loss of Normandy was followed by a long struggle with the 
Church. The archbishop of Canterbury died in 1205 and a disputed 
election followed. Some of the monks of Christchurch (who had the 
right of election) secretly chose their subprior and sent him to Rome 
to seek confirmation. John was furious at this disregard of his interests 
and forced a new election. This time the chapter naturally chose a royal 
nominee. When the dispute came before him, Pope Innocent III refused 
to recognize either election as valid and ordered the monks to send a 
delegation to hold an election in his presence. Under strong papal in- 
fluence the monks chose Stephen Langton, a very able Englishman who 
had been a professor at Paris and was, at the time, a cardinal attached 
to the papal curia. John could not object to his character, but he did 
object to the circumstances of the election. He was on weak ground even 
there, since the reforming popes had carefully built up precedents for 
imposing their candidates in cases of disputed elections. This, of course, 
eventually gave the papacy control of almost all episcopal appointments, 
since few medieval elections were undisputed, but no secular ruler ever 
found a means of blocking the process. In the end the kings discovered 
that they could gain many bishoprics for their favorites by direct ne- 
gotiations with the pope, but John was not disposed to follow this plan. 
He wanted to preserve the old system in which elections were controlled 
by the king, and he was determined not to lose his influence over the 
primate of England. He refused to recognize Langton as archbishop and 
seized the lands of Canterbury for his own use. After repeated warnings 
the pope laid England under an interdict. John countered by confiscating 
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all the lands of the Church and by threatening the clergy so that all but 
two bishops fled the realm. 

Curiously enough, the interdict caused no immediate trouble for the 
king. Possiblj' this was due to the fact that it was not very rigorously 
enforced, possibly to the fact that it lessened financial burdens on the 
people for a time, since John obtained large sums from the estates of 
the Church. The interdict was followed by excommunication of the 
king in 1209. Even this did not shake John's position immediately. He 
was certainly not loved by his people, but they apparently did not feel 
impelled to fight the pope's battle for him. Finally, in desperation. 
Innocent summoned Philip .Augustus to punish John and offered him 
England as a reward. This was serious. The English were not yet ready 
to fight against John, but it was quite evident that they would not fight 
for him. Hea\w taxation and arbitrary punishments had alienated the 
feudal nobility, while the denunciations of the pope had weakened the 
loyalty of the common people. With no reliable forces on his side John 
had to yield, and in IMay, 12 13. he made his peace with the pope. Stephen 
Langton was recognized as archbishop and John promised to return all 
the income he had received from church lands. Fie never completely 
fulfilled this promise but he did give up enough to involve him in financial 
difficulties. Finally, to obtain protection against his enemies, John sur- 
rendered England to the pope and received it back as a fief. This action 
annoyed the barons, not because they felt that England had been hu- 
miliated (several other kings were also papal vassals), but because it 
gave John a powerful ally. 

By this submission John escaped a great danger, and if he had re- 
mained quiet for a few \ears he might have avoided further trouble. 
Instead he immediately began a great campaign to recover his French 
fiefs. He allied himself with the emperor Otto IF and some rebellious 
French barons and agreed that they were to attack Philip .-Vugustus from 
the north, while he marched up with an army from .\quitaine. The great 
weakness of this scheme was that John had to ask for money and military 
service from English barons who were prepared to give neither. John 
had already ta.\’ed the country at a high rate and had imposed many 
scutages for military expeditions which had been uniformly unsuccess- 
ful. Instead of giving him what he asked, the barons began to unite 
under the leadership of Stephen Langton, who proposed that they should 
ask for guarantees against royal exactions such as were contained in the 
charter of Henry I. John ignored this agitation and staked everything 
on a victory over France. His plan failed completely. He trusted his own 
army so little that he retreated hastily as soon as the French commander 
advanced toward him. A few days later his northern allies were deci- 
sively defeated at Eouvines (1214) by Philip .Augustus. 
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This disaster destroyed the last fragments of John’s prestige. The 
thing which never could happen, according to the theory of Norman 
feudalism, did happen ; practically all the great vassals united against 
the king. They presented a statement of their grievances and of their 
demands to John, who rejected it in great anger. The barons then 
marched against the king, and when London received their army, John’s 
position was hopeless. He agreed to make the reforms which the rebels 
felt were necessary and in June, 121S, he set his seal to Magna Carta. 

Magna Carta was a great landmark in the process of limiting the 
king’s power, so great that later generations tried to read into it all the 
liberties which Englishmen gained only through centuries of struggle. 
It must be remembered that it was a feudal document, drawn up by 
feudal barons, and concerned primarily with the protection of feudal 
interests. It was not a constitution ; the barons were chiefly interested 
in limiting the financial exactions of the crown. Magna Carta has much 
to say of wardship and relief, of aid and scutage, of amercement and 
purveyance ; it has little to say of the liberties of all Englishmen. The 
serfs, who formed at least half the population, gained almost nothing 
by the charter ; they were protected only as property of their lords. A 
few rather indefinite clauses benefited towns and merchants, while the 
Church gained the vague promise that it should be “free.” The impor- 
tant provisions, in the eyes of the king and of all contemporaries, were 
those which regulated feudal rights. 

Yet the Great Charter was exceedingly important in the development 
of the English government. Two great ideas emerge from a study of its 
text. One is that the king is bound by the customs and laws of the realm ; 
if he breaks them he may be punished. The other is that the English 
baronage, acting as a corporate body, has the duty of seeing that the 
king obeys the law. It was the union of these two ideas that made Magna 
Carta memorable and the development of English institutions unique. 
Every one in the middle ages believed that the king was bound by the 
law ; the idea was implicit in the feudal contract. The real problem was 
to enforce the obligation. The great barons alone were strong enough to 
do this, and even they were powerless unless they united. In other coun- 
tries they seldom went beyond provincial unions, and as a result they 
failed to impose lasting checks on the king. In France, for example, the 
great feudal revolt of 1314-1315 resulted, not in a Magna Carta, but in 
a series of provincial charters which protected only local rights and 
which could be emasculated one by one. But in England, thanks to the 
centralization imposed by William I, Henry I, and Henry II, thanks 
also to the loss of Normandy by John, the English barons had been 
forced to unite. They had become conscious of their identity as the 
baronage of England, conscious of their interests as a group, conscious 
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of the fact that only by acting as a group could they check the tremen- 
dous power of the king. Magna Carta was the first act of the united 
baronage and it created a new tradition in English government. From 
that time on organized groups, first of barons, then of all the upper 
classes, defended their privileges and the laws of England against the 
king. From that time on, summons to the king’s council was considered 
a privilege, rather than an onerous duty. For if the baronage was to 
protect its rights through corporate rather than individual action, then 
it must check, and at times control, the actions of the central govern- 
ment. 

The essential idea, then, of Magna Carta, was to prevent the king 
and the central administration from doing wrong. The royal govern- 
ment established by Henry II was not destroyed ; it was not even seri- 
ously weakened. This moderation on the part of successful rebels may 
seem astonishing, but it was proof of great statesmanship. Extreme de- 
mands would have been wiped out by an inevitable royalist reaction ; 
reasonable requests could survive all the strains of a rapidly changing 
civilization. Archbishop Langton has usually been credited with re- 
straining the more radical barons, but other influences also played a 
part. Many barons who joined the rebels were at heart loyal to the 
monarchy; they wished to bridle an evil king but not to substitute 
feudal anarchy for the good peace which Henry II had given. The few 
magnates who remained loyal to John succeeded in moderating some 
articles while discussing terms with the rebels. Finally, the army of the 
barons was made up of lesser men, of rear-vassals, knights, and petty 
tenants. These were the very men who had profited most from the 
Judicial reforms of Henry II, whose fiefs had been secured from greedy 
overlords and lawless neighbors by the spread of the jury system and 
the king’s law. Far from desiring less royal justice they wanted more, 
and they succeeded in inserting in the Charter itself a provision that 
royal judges were to visit every county four times a year to hear cases 
about possession of feudal holdings. 

As a result of all these forces the king lost few rights by the Charter. 
Only one important limitation was placed on the royal courts and the 
lawyers soon found a way to circumvent this prohibition. More significant 
were the limitations imposed on the king’s financial powers. The amount 
which he could take from reliefs, wardships, and marriages was strictly 
defined and therefore limited. Any hope that he might meet his rapidly 
increasing financial needs by developing his purely feudal income was 
thereby blasted. He had to turn to taxation, and another article of the 
Charter forbade collection of aids and scutages without the consent of 
the baronage. Now scutage was not a tax — though it might have become 
one if John’s policies had been successful — and the voluntary aid granted 
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by vassals to their lord was not the only means by which the king could 
raise money from his subjects. Nevertheless, the most important taxes 
of the last few years had been based on the principle of the aid, and so 
the practical, if not the legal effect of this article was great. Even though 
the article was omitted from later issues of the Charter the principle was 
never forgotten. No king after John succeeded in collecting any im- 
portant tax without the consent of the baronage. 

This tendency to protect their pocketbooks rather than their govern- 
mental powers is another indication of the change which had come 
over the English baronage. They did not object to the king’s taking over 
most of the work of government, but they did object to paying the bill. 
Even when they were completely victorious, even when the king was as 
unreliable as John, they did not seek to destroy the centralized royal 
government or to return to feudal localism. They accepted the new gov- 
ernment, reserving to themselves the right to correct its abuses. The next 
two hundred years of English history are merely variations on this 
theme. 

Neither John nor his barons could trust one another, and attempts 
to enforce the Charter led to new disputes which soon degenerated into 
civil war. John asked the pope to annul the Charter because it had been 
extorted by force and Innocent promptly did so. The barons then turned 
to John’s ancient enemy, Philip Augustus, and persuaded him to send 
his son Louis with an army to aid them. The tvar was going against 
John when he suddenly died. The accession of his nine-year-old son, 
Henry III, weakened the rebellion. The boy was obviously not re- 
sponsible for his father’s acts, and the magnates could hope to gain much 
during a long minority. Though Innocent died shortly after John, the 
new pope was also interested in English affairs and sent a legate to aid 
Henry. Finally the regent, William Marshal, a baron with a great repu- 
tation for honesty, reissued Magna Carta. The reissue omitted a few 
clauses which restricted the king, but on the other hand it was now 
guaranteed by a man whom the barons could trust and was accepted by 
the papal legate. Louis’ supporters dropped off one by one and in 1217 
he was glad to make an honorable peace and to leave England. His inter- 
vention had made it impossible for the monarchy to annul Magna Carta. 

2. France 

At the beginning of the twelfth century the king of France had very 
little power. His direct authority was limited to the strip of territory 
connecting Paris and Orleans, and even in this restricted area his power 
was by no means undisputed. He had to build the Grand Chatelet to 
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protect the plain of St. Denis, a few miles from Paris, from a petty 
baron of the He de France. Another minor vassal who held the castle of 
Montlhery was, as we have seen, a constant thorn in the flesh. A third, 
Thomas de hlarle, was so dangerous a tyrant that the papal legate organ- 
ized a crusade against him, which checked him only for a moment. With 
such conditions existing in the royal domain, it is not surprising that 
the king had little influence over the great lords who had built up feudal 
states in the rest of the realm. They seldom attended the king’s court, 
and their governments were absolutely independent of the royal ad- 
ministration. 

Philip I had begun the work of consolidating the royal domain, but he 
had not carried it very far. After 1100, stupefied by his obesity and de- 
votion to sensual pleasures, he turned the government over to his son 
Louis. Louis VI also suffered from the family disease of corpulence, but 
this did not keep him from being an energetic ruler. He is known in 
history as “Louis the Fat,” but his other nickname, the “Wideawake,” 
is a better summary of his character. Both as viceroy for his father and 
as sole king (1108-1137), he devoted himself to the task of pacifying 
the royal domain and chastising the more violent vassals of the He de 
France. Again and again he was called upon to protect a monastery or a 
town from the depredations of a petty tyrant, and he was never called 
upon in vain. He pgtrolled his lands as a policeman patrols his beat, and 
though it was a difficult task, he finally succeeded in becoming complete 
master of his own domain. 

Louis was more of a policeman than a statesman, and he was not very 
successful in his attempts to exercise his authority outside the domain. 
He missed a great opportunity when he failed to intervene in the struggle 
between Robert of Normandy and Henry I of England, which led to 
the reunion of the duchy and the kingdom. His attempt to repair this 
mistake by supporting a pretender in Normandy against Henry I was 
not successful, and he gained nothing by a long war with the English 
king. A dispute over the succession of the county of Flanders enabled 
him to win a temporary advantage by installing his candidate as count, 
but the royal favorite proved so incompetent that he was soon expelled 
and Louis lost whatever prestige he had gained by his initial success. 
(Dn just one occasion he w'as able to act as king of France, rather than 
as lord of Paris and Orleans. The emperor Henry V, in 1124, threatened 
to invade France to punish the king for the support which he had given 
the pope in the investiture struggle. The great lords of the North rallied 
to the defense of the realm and placed themselves temporarily under the 
king’s orders. This was the first time in many a decade that the king’s 
leadership had been so clearly recognized, and it is significant that this 
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recognition of royal leadership was closely associated with an early 
manifestation of French nationalism. However, the episode led to no 
immediate increase in the king’s power. 

Louis’ real achievement was to bring the government of the royal 
domain up to the level which prevailed in the better feudal states. His 
attempt to secure law and order gave him the support of the clergy and 
the common people, allies who were to prove very valuable to his suc- 
cessors. They felt, as Louis’ biographer Suger said, “that he studied the 
peace and comfort of plowmen, laborers, and poor folk, a thing long 
unwonted.’’ As a result the Church gave Louis its whole-hearted support, 
and supplied him with his ablest officials, chief of whom was this same 
Suger. Other officials, as in England, were drawn from the ranks of the 
petty vassals, and by the end of his reign Louis’ court was beginning to 
function as a regular instrument of government. It even heard a few 
cases originating outside the royal domain, which was an indication 
that the king’s prestige was increasing. 

Another indication of increased prestige was the fact that duke Wil- 
liam of Aquitaine chose Louis' son as the husband of his daughter and 
heiress Eleanor. This happened just before the king’s death in 1137, so 
that he was unable to take advantage of the opportunities opened up 
by the marriage. For Aquitaine was almost one-fourth of the kingdom, 
and while the duke’s authority was not very great in the interior of his 
fief, it was fairly well established in the plain which stretched from the 
Loire down to Bordeaux. If the new king, young Louis VII, had been 
able to annex this region permanently to the royal domain he would 
have saved France many weary wars and hastened the eventual unifica- 
tion of the country by three centuries. 

The failure of Louis VII to retain Aquitaine has prejudiced historians 
against him. He has been represented as weak and over-pious, so that 
his reign was a long calamity for France. This is not entirely fair, for in 
his early years Louis was ambitious, energetic, rash, and not very re- 
spectful to the clergy. He was only sixteen when he became king, and 
was passionately in love with his young bride. She had been educated in 
the brilliant and sophisticated society of southern France, which put 
great emphasis on fine clothes, good manners, and elegant conversation, 
and very little on religion. Under her influence Louis fought his barons 
and defied the Church. An interdict forced him to make terms with 
the pope, but in all other respects the first eight years of his reign were 
reasonably successful. 

Louis’ misfortunes began with the Second Crusade. Bernard of Clair- 
vaux had fired France with enthusiasm for the adventure and Louis 
placed himself at the head of the army. He took Eleanor with him, and 
at .Antioch she compromised herself with her uncle, who was prince of 
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the city. A divorce was suggested, but Louis was still so much in love 
with his wife that the pope was able to reconcile the pair temporarily. 
However, Louis remained very suspicious of the queen, and his jealousy 
prevented him from giving much attention to other affairs for some time. 

Fortunately for France, the kingdom was well administered during 
Louis’ absence by Suger. Suger was of peasant origin and had been edu- 
cated at the monastery of St. Denis with Louis VI, where the two had 
become friends. He had risen by his ability to the position of abbot 
and, as St. Denis was one of the leading monasteries, he had become 
one of the most influential churchmen in France. He was an able ad- 
ministrator, fully conscious of the new economic situation, as is shown 
by the fact that he freed some of his serfs and founded a ville nettve. 
We have already seen his importance as a patron of art, for it was dur- 
ing his abbacy that the early Gothic church of St. Denis was begun. 
Faithful to the Church’s plan of reform, he yet had little of the asceticism 
which was typical of other leading monks of the age. As his biographer 
said : “His food was neither coarse nor luxurious. ... He ate a little 
of everything that was served to him. . . . His bed was neither too hard 
nor too soft.” The same golden mean was evident in his personal relation- 
ships ; he won the good will of all — reformers like St. Bernard, courtiers 
of high rank, even notorious evil-livers. Under Louis VI he had been 
one of the chief ministers. His influence was eclipsed for a time under 
Louis VII by the ascendancy of Eleanor, but when the king left for the 
Holy Land he named Suger as regent. The abbot sternly suppressed all 
disorder and watched carefully over the royal finances. He is said to 
have paid the expenses of government out of his own income, saving all 
the royal revenue for the king. He had been opposed to the crusade, 
but after its failure proposed to finance a new one out of his own funds. 
For in spite of his vow of poverty as a monk, his remarkable business 
ability had secured to him as abbot an income which was almost in- 
credible for that age. He died before he could begin the crusade, leaving 
no one capable of taking his place. 

As long as Suger lived he prevented Louis from divorcing Eleanor, 
because he was determined that the king should not lose Aquitaine. 
“But,” as his biographer wrote, “scarcely was this man taken from the 
midst of the living before France suffered grievously from his death. 
Thus we see it today, through the lack of such a councilor, despoiled of 
the duchy of Aquitaine, one of its most important provinces.” Eleanor 
had caused her husband new pangs of jealousy by a flirtation with Henry 
of Anjou when the young prince visited the royal court. Louis apparently 
decided that he could endure no more and withdrew his garrisons from, 
Aquitaine. Then in 11S2 he persuaded a French council to dissolve his 
marriage on grounds of consanguinity. Two months later Eleanor mar- 
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tied Henry of Anjou and Louis’ efforts to prevent his supplanter from 
annexing Aquitaine were unsuccessful. After two years of war Henry 
was recognized as duke of Aquitaine and a few months later he became 
king of England. 

Henry Plantagenet now ruled England, Normandy, Anjou and Aqui- 
taine, and he threatened to add still more territory by enforcing vague 
claims to suzerainty over Toulouse and other fiefs in the South. For the 
next fifty years the kings of France had to struggle against this danger- 
ous concentration of power in the hands of a rival dynasty. Louis VII 
had neither the resources nor the personal ability necessary to break up 
the solid block of Angevin possessions. However, he was fairly successful 
in a purely defensive policy, and Henry II made few important gains 
after 1154. Louis’ most notable effort was his relief of Toulouse when the 
city was besieged by Henry II in 1159. This assertion of royal authority 
in a region which had almost forgotten the king strengthened the tenu- 
ous hold of the monarchy on the South and prepared the way for further 
intervention. On the other hand, Louis was unable to profit greatly from 
the quarrel over Thomas Becket, and the subsequent rebellion of 1 1 73. 
As a matter of fact, neither antagonist was really trying for a decisive 
victory. Louis did not have the resources for a first-class war and Henry 
was not only restrained by his very real deference for his feudal superior, 
but also by his inability to coordinate the activities of his diverse and 
often unruly peoples. The net result of twenty-five years of fighting was 
small and the military position of the French king was certainly no 
worse at Louis’ death than it was in 1154. 

In other respects the French monarchy gained power. Louis gave 
asylum to Alexander III, when Frederick Barbarossa was supporting a 
rival pope, and thus strengthened the ancient alliance with the Church. 
Like his father, he defended bishops and abbots who were threatened 
by feudal lords, and these activities now extended far beyond the royal 
domain. Louis was not always able to give very effective aid to distant 
establishments, but the fact that outlying monasteries believed that he 
could help them is an important testimony to the growth of royal pres- 
tige. Petty feudal lords began to share the government of their fiefs 
with the king in order to gain protection against powerful neighbors. 
Many towns, especially those under episcopal rule, applied to him for 
charters, and this gave him a new chance to increase his influence. Most 
important of all, great men, dukes and counts and bishops, commenced 
bringing their disputes to the king’s court, and it began to develop a 
professional personnel. As a result of these activities the influence of 
the monarchy became predominant in the cluster of petty fiefs which 
occupied the central part of the country. Even the larger fiefs along the 
frontiers could no longer be said to be entirely independent of the king. 
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This growth of royal power can hardly be ascribed to Louis’ personal 
ability, even though he was less incompetent than some historians have 
believed. Rather it was a result of the great European revival which 
was, as we have seen, especially strong in France. The desire for better 
political organization, nourished by the teachings of the Church, by the 
growth of legal studies, by the revival of trade, could be satisfied in 
France only through an increase in royal authority. No feudal lord could 
claim the right to give law and order to all the realm ; the king alone 
could act as supreme judge of the strong and defender of the weak. It 
was not the power of Louis VII which made great vassals submit their 
disputes to his court. Rather it was the fact that, if they accepted the 
new idea of settling their quarrels peacefully, there was nowhere else 
to go. It was not far-sighted royal policy which gained for Louis VII 
the support of the rising class of the bourgeoisie. He had no great love 
for urban liberties, and while he could see that by aiding towns outside 
the domain he was weakening his great vassals, he was not a consistent 
supporter of the communal movement. Towns in the royal domain re- 
ceived the bare minimum of privileges necessary for economic activity 
and the Church frequently persuaded him to withdraw favors granted 
to rebellious episcopal cities. Yet the bourgeoisie remained consistently 
loyal to the king because he was the only authority to whom they could 
appeal in their struggles against local lords. In short, the movement 
which strengthened the French monarchy was to a certain extent inde- 
pendent of the personality of the monarch. The king was a symbol ; he 
stood for peace and security ; and the men who wanted these blessings 
turned instinctively to him. 

Louis VII had not been entirely passive, but he had profited less from 
this revival of the monarchical ideal than he might have done. His great 
successor, Philip Augustus (Philip II, 1180-1223), exploited the move- 
ment to its limits. Cold-blooded, crafty, entirely without moral scruples, 
he spent his whole life in extending the royal domain and in perfecting 
the royal government. He was guilty of many acts of cruelty ; he quar- 
reled with the pope almost as vigorously as John ; yet because his funda- 
mental policy coincided with the desires of his people he retained the 
support of the clergy, the bourgeoisie, and even of most of the nobility 
' throughout his reign. 

Philip had been crowned during his father’s lifetime, but was only 
fourteen when Louis’ death left him as sole king. He was a nervous, 
sickly boy, full of ambition, but somewhat lacking in the political skill 
which he manifested later. One of his first acts was to marry the niece of 
the count of Flanders, who brought the rich region of .\rtois as her 
dowry. This extended Philip’s power toward the channel and greatly 
increased his income. Philip then rejected the efforts of his wife’s and 
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mother’s relatives to direct his policy and provoked them into rebellion. 
His position was dangerous for a time but he finally succeeded in de- 
feating the coalition and in forcing the count of Flanders to surrender 
more territory in the North. Henry II had aided Philip by his benevolent 
neutrality during the struggle, but Philip could not afford to be grateful. 
He encouraged Henry’s rebellious sons, and the old king’s efforts to keep 
the peace by surrendering some border fortresses brought only a tempo- 
rary respite. Philip soon resumed his intrigues and, in spite of a threat- 
ened interdict, supported Richard and John until they had defeated 
their father. 

Henry’s death and the Third Crusade interrupted the Angevin- 
Capetian feud, but only for an instant. We have already seen how 
Philip and Richard quarreled in Syria, how Philip hastened home to 
profit by Richard's absence, and how he sought to prolong Richard’s 
captivity in Germany. Richard devoted the rest of his life to an attempt 
to crush Philip, and he had very nearly succeeded when his death freed 
the French ruler from his greatest danger. The erratic John could not 
take his brother’s place and in five years Philip conquered the greater 
part of the Angevin holdings in France. 

Meanwhile, he had begun a long struggle with the Church over the 
question of his marriage with Ingeborg of Denmark, Philip had married 
her in 1193, shortly after his first wife’s death, primarily to obtain the 
use of the Danish fleet in his war with Richard. His nervous disorder 
was then at its height ; he was unable to consummate the marriage and 
he soon took a great aversion to the queen. He forced his bishops to 
annul the marriage on a false claim of consanguinity, but Ingeborg re- 
fused to go back to Denmark and appealed to Rome. The pope at the 
time was a man of rather weak character. He protested feebly against 
the divorce but took no decided action, so Philip married Agnes of 
Meran. Then Innocent III became pope and took up the case again. As 
Philip refused to send Agnes away and to take back Ingeborg, Innocent 
laid an interdict on France in 1200. It was severe enough to cause great 
hardship for the people, even though some of the bishops refused to 
observe it, and Philip had to make a show of yielding. He went through 
the form of a public reconciliation with Ingeborg, but she remained 
practically a prisoner while he continued to live with Agnes. The inter- 
dict was lifted, but Innocent soon found that he had been tricked and 
began to threaten Philip once more. The king played for time with re- 
markable diplomatic skill and submitted only in 1213. There was not 
much merit in this tardy repentance, for Agnes had been dead for many 
years and Philip wanted to qualify himself for the task of punishing the 
excommunicated king of England. John’s submission to Innocent spoiled 
Philip’s plans, but this time Ingeborg was not made to suffer for her hus- 
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band’s disappointments. She received due honor as queen for the rest of 
her life and survived Philip by many years. 

Philip’s last struggle was against the coalition which John organized 
in 1213 - 1214 . The count of Flanders, and some other French barons, 
irritated by the steady growth of royal power, joined the English and 
German rulers in a great attack on the French king. At Bouvines Philip 
decisively defeated the German emperor and captured most of the re- 
bellious French barons, including the count of Flanders. John had been 
driven back by Philip’s son a few days before, and this double victory 
assured the permanency of the recent conquests and the supremacy of 
the royal government over the great vassals. Philip had peace for the 
remaining nine years of his reign and was able to devote his time to the 
work of political reorganization. 

He faced a very difficult task, for his conquests had tripled the size of 
the royal domain, and the rudimentary administrative system of his 
father was useless for the government of extended and distant terri- 
tories. Philip learned much from his great adversaries, the Angevins, 
and he adapted their methods .so skilfully to the needs of the French 
crown that his work endured for centuries. Philip Augustus did even 
more for France than Henry II did for England, for he had less to build 
on. He was the real founder of the centralized bureaucratic French state. 

Before Philip’s reign the royal domain had been farmed out to prevots, 
who cheated the king, exploited the people, and showed an alarming 
tendency to turn their offices into hereditary possessions. In order to 
check their exactions and to keep a closer watch on the newly conquered 
territories, Philip sent out delegations from his court who investigated 
local administration, tried important local cases, and then reported back 
to the king. The resemblance to the itinerant justices of England is obvi- 
ous. Philip, however, went a step further. He eventually adopted the 
habit of sending only one man to each district, giving him full judicial, 
financial, and military powers, and keeping him there for four or five 
years. These local governors were called baillis {senichals in the South) ; 
they were paid large salaries and were assisted by numerous lesser offi- 
cials who w'ere appointed directly by the king. A bailli who had a good 
record might be sent to half a dozen provinces in turn ; an inefficient 
bailli would lose his office after a year or two and never be employed 
again. Lesser officials might rise to the position of bailli if they proved 
their ability. Thus Philip created something very like a modern civil 
service. These new officials were completely loyal to the king, since they 
were entirely dependent on him for their income and power, and they 
were very efficient by medieval standards. The fact that there were no 
serious revolts in the conquered provinces is evidence of the quality of 
their government. Thus Philip became the first ruler of France since 
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the Roman emperors to solve successfully the problem of delegating 
authority. 

His other reforms were less striking. The king’s court continued to 
gain in importance as the highest tribunal in France, but it was still not 
as advanced as the curia rcgis in England. The financial work of the 
court was given more attention and Philip seems to have insisted on 
more careful keeping of records. The oldest surviving account of royal 
expenses and income comes from his reign, and we know that the baillis 
had to send statements of their financial operations to the king. Philip 
favored towns and trade and was far more consistent in this policy than 
his predecessors had been. He employed burgesses as his officials, and 
even entrusted the great seal and royal treasury to six Parisian mer- 
chants during his absence on the Third Crusade. He protected foreign 
traders even in time of war and gave many privileges to his own bourgeois 
subjects. As a result he gained not only the support of the bourgeoisie, 
but also important additions to his income. Towns paid liberally for 
grants of royal favors and the increase in trade made royal tolls and 
customs more productive. 

At Philip’s death in 1223 it could be said for the first time that the 
king was the wealthiest and most powerful ruler in France. The royal 
domain was now larger than the fief of any great vassal and the royal 
administration was efficient enough to enable the king to profit from his 
extensive territories. Philip had taken the French monarchy safely 
through a crucial period in its history. Before his reign the French king 
was struggling feverishly to keep up with the greater feudal princes ; 
after his reign the French king was so far superior to his vassals that 
most of them gave up all hope of competing with him. The prestige which 
Philip had given the monarchy worked almost automatically to increase 
the territories and power of his successors. For the next century the 
kings of France did little more than continue and perfect his policies. 



CHAPTER X 


THE CHURCH STRUGGLES TO MAINTAIN 
ITS LEADERSHIP 

D uring the thirteenth century the Church found it increas- 
ingly difficult to maintain the leadership of European so- 
ciety. The great revival of civilization, which it had done so 
much to promote, had created competing interests and 
loyalties. Many secular governments had become sufficiently strong and 
beneficent to secure the primary allegiance of their subjects and to con- 
vince them that the interests of the individual state came before the 
interests of Christendom. Increased prosperity made life more enjoyable 
for many people, and their absorption in worldly interests and material 
pleasures deafened them to religious appeals. The Church suffered from 
its own success, for the creation of a highly centralized papal govern- 
ment brought with it the dangers of bureaucracy and legalism. Too many 
churchmen became immersed in administrative routine and lost all 
interest in and influence over lay society. But while the leadership of the 
Church was threatened, it was not easily destroyed. .\ remarkable group 
of popes, scholars, and teachers fought the rising tide of secular inter- 
ests and loyalties and preserved the Church’s dominance over European 
society until almost the end of the century. They found new ways of 
arousing religious fervor, new techniques for expressing religious emo- 
tion, new administrative and legal devices for preserving the political 
position of the pope, new philosophical formula; for reconciling all 
knowledge with the faith. .Vs a result the thirteenth century continued 
and perfected the work of the twelfth ; there was no sharp break between 
the two. But tension was growing; the Church had to make greater and 
greater efforts to preserve its leadership, and eventually the strain be- 
came too great. In the last quarter of the thirteenth century the Church 
began to lose control of many activities, and by 1300 it was much less 
powerful than it had been in 1200. In this chapter we shall discuss only 
the period in which the Church was fairly successful in its efforts to 
maintain its leadership; that is, the period from about 1200 to about 
1275. 

1. Innocent III 

The dangers threatening the Church were already apparent at the 
end of the twelfth century. The kings of England and France were 
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pursuing their own policies in defiance of papal mandates and the 
emperor Henry VI was dominating Italy and the Papal States. His sud- 
den death removed an acute danger, but the pope was still threatened 
by Italian nobles and German adventurers who annexed portions of ■ 
Henry’s conquests. The growing class of the bourgeoisie was already 
showing disquieting signs of worldiness and heresy was rampant all 
along the shores of the Mediterranean. The clergy were being attacked 
for their avarice and worldliness and the monastic orders seemed to be 
losing their early zeal for reform. Celestine HI (1191-1198) had done 
little to remedy these conditions and it was evident that a strong pope 
was needed. 

He was found in the person of Lothario Conti, a member of one of 
the great noble families of Rome. Lothario had studied the liberal arts 
at Paris and law at Bologna and had been made a cardinal at the age of 
twenty-nine. While a cardinal he wrote a book which was long popular 
in Europe, On the Contempt of the World. This exhortation to asceti- 
cism and contemplation represents only one, and probably not the domi- 
nant, side of Lothario’s nature. As he himself said later : “If the con- 
templative state is safer, the active is more fruitful ; if the former is 
sweeter the latter is more profitable.” While cardinal, he distinguished 
himself as an administrator and lawyer, and though he was only thirty- 
seven when Celestine III died, he was the logical choice as his successor. 
Elected pope in 1198, he took the name of Innocent III. 

The pope had long been saluted at his coronation as “father of princes 
and kings, ruler of the world, vicar on earth of our Saviour,” but the 
facts had not always corresponded to this formula. Innocent was de- 
termined to make good the claim of the pope to be the head of Christen- 
dom and the leader of European society. As he said in his letters : “No 
king can reign rightly unless he devoutly serves Christ’s vicar. . . . The 
priesthood is the sun, and monarchy the moon. Kings rule over their 
respective kingdoms, but Peter rules over the whole earth. . . . The 
Lord gave Peter the rule not only over the universal Church, but also, 
over the whole world.” These expressions did not mean that Innocent 
wished to rule all Europe directly, but rather that he felt that he should 
be the final arbiter, the supreme judge in all important cases. If the unity 
of Christendom were a reality (as every one admitted, at least in theory), 
then some one must have the power to preserve that unity and to prevent 
quarrels among Christians. The only person with sufficient prestige to 
do this was the pope, and Innocent came very near making the papacy 
a World Court with a right to arbitrate every serious political dispute. 

However, before the pope could intervene on a large scale in European 
politics he had to gain some sort of security in his own states.'W’hen he 
was first elected pope, Rome was ruled by a senator who represented the 
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people of the city. Innocent succeeded in obtaining the right to nomi- 
nate the senator and to receive an oath of fidelity from him. It is signifi- 
cant of conditions in Rome that the senator included in the oath a 
promise “to guarantee to the cardinals, to their following and to them, 
perfect security when they go to church, while they remain there, and 
on their return.” In spite of Innocent's control of the senator the old 
dislike of papal government persisted and there was frequent strife in 
the city between his supporters and their opponents. Twice, at least. 
Innocent was forced to flee from Rome and he was not entirely secure 
there until he had been pope for ten years. Elsewhere in the Papal States 
he established his authority more rapidly, .\fter two years of hard work 
he had control of most of the fortified places and had created a strong 
position in central Italy which could not be shaken either by his Roman 
or his transalpine enemies. His rule was never fully effective in some 
outlying districts, but Innocent had more real authority in the Papal 
States than any of his predecessors. 

The next great problem was the question of the Empire. Henry VI 
had deepened the gulf between his family and the Guelfs by his severity, 
and they were not disposed to accept another Hohenstaufen ruler. Conse- 
quently, when the Ghibellines elected Henry’s brother Philip as his suc- 
cessor, the Guelfs chose Otto, son of Henry the Lion. This disputed 
election gave Innocent a great opportunity to play his favorite role of 
arbiter. P'or three years he weighed the merits of the two claims and 
finally decided in favor of Otto. The decision was almost inevitable, 
since the Guelfs had never threatened the papal position in Italy as their 
Hohenstaufen rivals had. Otto made his selection absolutely certain by 
renouncing all imperial rights in lands claimed by the pope. This re- 
nunciation practically fixed the boundaries of the Papal States for the 
next six hundred years. Innocent did all he could to aid Otto in Germany, 
but the German princes also intended to profit from the existence of 
rival kings. They extorted concessions from both claimants, hesitated 
and negotiated, and finally began to turn to Philip. Only Philip’s assassi- 
nation by a private enemy saved Otto. He married Philip’s daughter in 
1208, secured general recognition of his title in Germany, and received 
the imperial crown Jrom the pope. The traditions of the office soon 
proved too much for him. He began to intervene in Italy and demanded 
territories which he had earlier conceded to the pope. Innocent turned 
from him in disgust and brought forward a new candidate — young 
Frederick of Hohenstaufen, son of Henry VI. In the end this proved to 
be a disastrous move, but at the lime it seemed to be an excellent idea. 
Frederick, so young at his father's death that he had not even been con- 
sidered for the Empire, had preser\'ed his rights in Sicily only through 
the aid of the Church, and was apparently full of gratitude for the pope’s 
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assistance. He made elaborate promises to respect papal rights and 
never to unite Sicily and the Empire. Backed by the pope and by the 
Ghibellines of Germany, he soon had Otto on the defensive. In a desper- 
ate move to gain prestige and English support, Otto attacked France, but 
his defeat at Bouvines in 1214 ended his chances. His supporters deserted 
him one by one and in 12 IS Frederick received the imperial crown. Inno- 
cent had attained his goal ; he had secured the election of an emperor 
who seemed to be completely subservient to the papacy. 

Innocent lost no opportunity to extend his power over other European 
rulers. As we have seen, he forced Philip Augustus to accept a wife and 
John of England an archbishop whom they had repudiated.^ Alfonso of 
Leon was compelled to break off a marriage with his cousin, and the 
pope’s influence decided a disputed succession to the Hungarian crown. 
The kings of England, Aragon, and Portugal placed their realms under 
papal overlordship, while Sicily was already a papal fief. Innocent ad- 
vised the rulers of Bohemia, Poland, and Denmark, and intervened in 
every great question of European politics. The ideal of a Christian feder- 
ation of states presided over by the pope was never nearer realization. 

Innocent’s interest in European politics did not divert his attention 
from religious problems. The Fourth Crusade, which took place under 
his pontificate, did not turn out exactly as he had hoped, but by the 
conquest of Constantinople the schism between the Eastern and West- 
ern churches was temporarily healed." The heretics of southern France 
were crushed by a crusade organized by the pope.® Innocent encouraged 
Francis and Dominic to begin their work of reviving the piety of the 
townspeople and preserving the faith of scholars.'' Finally, he called the 
Fourth Lateran Council, the greatest yet held in the West, to recover 
the Holy Land and to reform the Church. 

The Council met in 1215 in the Lateran Palace at Rome. Seventy-one 
primates, including the patriarchs of Constantinople and Jerusalem, 
four hundred bishops, and eight hundred abbots and priors assembled at 
the pope’s order. Envoys from the emperor, from the kings of France, 
England, Aragon, Hungary, Jerusalem and Cyprus, and from the Italian 
cities were present. A crusade was planned, but the real work of the 
Council dealt with the reform of the Church. The loss of influence over 
laymen, which was already apparent, was to be met by greater piety, 
better education, and better discipline of the clergy. The bishops were 
ordered to appoint competent men to preach and to provide free instruc- 
tion for poor scholars. They were to make sure that candidates for the 

' See pp. 285, 294. 
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® See p. 307. 
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priesthood were properly instructed and that priests celebrated mass 
frequently and reverently. Priests Avere not to throw dice, to frequent 
taverns, or to spend too much time in Avorldly affairs. The Council also 
recognized the fact that the low standards of the priesthood were due to 
the greed of patrons who had appropriated the tithes which were sup- 
posed to support the parish clergj-. These patrons tvere as often bishops 
and abbots as laymen, and some of the most poverty-stricken priests 
were to be found in churches dependent upon monasteries. As the Coun- 
cil said : ‘Tn some regions the priests are said to receive only one-quarter 
of one-quarter of the tithes. Because of this, scarcely an educated priest 
can be found in these localities.” The Council therefore ordered that the 
priest receive a “fitting portion” of the tithes, so that he might be able to 
live decently. 

Another evil which was hurting the Church was the growth of bureauc- 
racy, especially in the papal curia. Even Innocent could not secure 
prompt despatch of business. Members of the papal administration 
multiplied formalities, encouraged legal quibbling, and took years to 
decide cases pending before them. The curia had invented many excuses 
for taking fees which easily degenerated into bribes. Similar abuses were 
prevalent in episcopal courts. The Council legislated against all these 
evils — unfortunately without much effect. 

Office in the Church was too often looked upon as property to be ex- 
ploited for the benefit of the incumbent. The Council was especially 
intent on ending this evil. l\Iany of the clergj- demanded fixed sums for 
administering the sacraments and some were even accused of inflicting 
excommunication for the sole purpose of extorting money for absolution. 
Fees were required for the ordination of clerks, the benediction of abbots, 
and the consecration of bishops. Monasteries for women, which were 
more poorly endowed than those for men, usually required a gift before 
they would receive new' members. All these practices tvere denounced as 
simoniacal by the reformers at the Council. 

The old type of simony, that is, the buying of church office from a 
layman, was much less prevalent than it had been in the time of Greg- 
ory VII. There were still bishops who owed their position entirely to lay 
influence, but they were becoming rare. Usually the pope was consulted, 
and while he did not bar all royal favorites from office, he w'as able to 
reject those of evil reputation. The character of the episcopate Avas 
fairly high at this time, although in the little-governed western provinces 
of the Empire bishops of the old, bad sort were still to be found. The 
real problem was farther down in the hierarchy, among the clerks w'ho 
were administrative assistants to kings and feudal lords. These men 
were not exactly immoral — they were honest financiers and just judges 
— ^but they wanted to make all they could out of the Church. They 
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accumulated benefices — an archdeaconry here, a deanship there, and 
three or four prebends in other cathedral churches — and they were not 
very careful about performing the duties of their offices. The Council 
renewed the old prohibition against “pluralities,” but they continued 
to be a problem for centuries. 

The Council also forbade the safe of relics and ordered that no new 
relic should be venerated until it had been approved by the pope. There 
was need for this action, for the crusades had started a regular trade in 
relics imported from the East. As early as 1100 the pope had had to for- 
bid clerks from carrying relics about the country for the sake of gain. A 
little later the French abbot Guibert wrote a remarkable treatise, ques- 
tioning the genuineness of some objects. He remarked that there was 
one head of John the Baptist in the East and another in the West and 
said : “It is on the one hand certain that there has been only one John 
the Baptist, and on the other that no man can say without sin that one 
man had two heads.” But Guibert’s satire had little effect and the search 
for relics continued. It was enormously stimulated by the sack of Con- 
stantinople in 1204. Relics from all over the East had been deposited 
there to preserve them from the Mohammedans, and the Western con- 
querors carried them away in armloads. One abbot secured over sixty 
relics for his monastery and others did almost as well. This sudden 
influx made it easy for fraudulent relics to be introduced in the West, 
and the Council recognized the danger, though it must be said, that its 
decree had little effect on the trade. 

Two acts of the Council were especially important in the development 
of secular governments. The first, and most important, forbade priests to 
officiate at ordeals or judicial combats. These two methods of proof were 
thereby destroyed, since their efficacy depended upon the supernatural 
sanctions invoked by the Church. England alone obeyed the Council’s 
ruling immediately, but other countries conformed during the thirteenth 
century and by 1300 rational methods of trial had almost entirely sup- 
planted the older forms of proof. The other act reinforced the growing 
anti-Semitism of the West by placing various disabilities on Jews, such 
as the wearing of a distinctive badge. 

Only a few of the Council’s actions have been enumerated, but this 
hasty survey should have indicated the complexity and multiplicity of 
the problems which confronted the Church. The reader should not be 
misled by the long lists of abuses which were recited at the Council, nor 
by its failure to remedy all the evils which it discussed. The Church was 
still in a healthy condition, for it was still able to react vigorously against 
internal corruption. It realized the dangers which threatened it and took 
steps to counteract them. The real decadence of the Church came later. 
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when it accepted many of these evils as inevitable and discouraged all 
attempts at reform. 

2. Heresy and the Friars 

The first canon of the Fourth Lateran Council contains a creed care- 
fully formulated to express the differences between Christianity and the 
beliefs of the Waldensians and Albigensians. The Council went on to 
condemn these heresies and to order the punishment of all unrepentant 
heretics. This act shows the new importance of the problem of heresy at 
the beginning of the thirteenth century. For the first time since the sup- 
pression of Arianism the orthodox faith had a serious rival in the West. 
There had been minor heresies in the early middle ages, but they were 
usually the result of scholastic arguments and had little popular appeal. 
Even so well-known a teacher as Abelard had caused no real danger to 
the Church when he fell into heresy. Once his errors were exposed they 
were renounced by every one, including the offender himself. But the 
new heresies of the late twelfth century were popular, not academic; 
they enlisted the support of thousands of laymen, and they could not 
be wiped out by purely theological arguments. The Church had to find 
new methods of combating heresy and it took it some time to do so. 

The chief force in weakening the hold of the orthodox faith on the 
people was disgust with the conduct of the clergy. It was not that church- 
men of the late twelfth century were more immoral than their predeces- 
sors — on the contrary, their character had been greatly improved — but 
that laymen were setting a much higher standard for them. It was no 
longer enough for a cleric to refrain from open sin ; he must also lead a 
life of active piety. Townspeople wanted more religious instruction ; they 
were not satisfied with services without sermons, or with sermons recited 
from a book. Laymen refused to reverence prelates and priests who lived 
in luxury and who spent more time in administering their property than 
they did in performing religious duties. The Church was accused of 
worrying more about a decrease in its income than about an increase in 
sin, of squeezing tithes from the poor instead of giving them charity, 
of promoting extortionate lawyers to bishoprics and casting out saints. 
Let the clergy devote their time to preaching instead of to administra- 
tion and their money to charity instead of soft living — then all would 
be well ! 

Obviously there was a good deal of envy and misunderstanding in 
this attack, but it was not without foundation. It was very hard to meet 
because the papacy itself had encouraged laymen to demand high moral 
standards from their pastors. When Gregory VII and Urban II forbade 
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priests with wives or concubines to celebrate mass they relied on parish 
congregations to see that this order was enforced. Furthermore, as we 
have seen, these reforming popes supported the Italian cities in their 
efforts to drive out unreformed and imperialist prelates. Two very dan- 
gerous consequences flowed from these acts. First, by allowing laymen to 
reject their pastors for alleged moral lapses, a dangerous precedent was 
established. Heretical leaders always accused the orthodox clergy of 
immorality, and could always weaken their influence by this charge. 
Second, by forbidding priests living in sin to administer the sacraments, 
Gregory unwittingly revived the old Donatist heresy, which taught that 
the sacraments were of no avail in the hands of a sinful priest. Gregory 
protested that he meant no such thing, that the sacraments were effi- 
cacious to the faithful even when administered by a sinner and that his 
action had been purely disciplinary. Many people failed to grasp the 
distinction and continued to believe that a sinful priest was no priest at 
all. The danger of this belief is that it leads to an even more heretical 
conclusion. A sinful priest is useless; one can never be sure that the 
officiating priest is not a sinner ; therefore all priests are useless. 

Thus the reform movement, by emphasizing the importance of high 
moral standards for the clergy, made possible the growth of heresy. 
Every influential churchman of the twelfth century denounced the evil 
lives of some members of his order, and the heretical leaders attracted 
little attention when they began the same sort of attack. No heretic 
ever condemned worldly clerics in stronger language than did St. Ber- 
nard, and yet St. Bernard was the unofficial head of the Western Church. 
Only gradually did the leaders of the Church realize that some attacks 
on immorality concealed an attack on the faith, that some reformers 
had turned into revolutionaries. Donatist beliefs became more and more 
prevalent during the twelfth century and many leaders began to draw 
the final conclusion and to teach that the ordained clergymen of the 
Catholic Church were useless. Thousands of heretics who differed on 
other questions agreed in this belief, and they may all be lumped to- 
gether as “anti-sacerdotalists.” 

The anti-sacerdotalists were especially strong in the towns. This was 
only natural, since the towns had played an important role in the reform 
movement and were quite ready to join in a new wave of moral indigna- 
tion. Thus the North Italian towns, which had been so zealous for the 
Gregorian reforms, were hotbeds of heresy a century later. It is also true 
that townsmen were inclined to be more critical and less conservative 
than peasants, and were therefore more quickly seduced by new doc- 
trines. They were not satisfied with the ordinary services of the Church ; 
they wanted exciting sermons denouncing vice and corruption. If their 
parish priests failed to interest them, they were always ready to listen 
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to street-corner revivalists of doubtful orthodoxy. The gregariousness 
of urban life gave townsmen frequent opportunities for discussion, and 
since religion was so important in their lives, they were bound to spend 
much of their time in talking about it. Anti-sacerdotalist theories were 
easily generated in this atmosphere, and they spread from one town to 
another through commercial contacts. As a result, by 1200 a large pro- 
portion of the urban population had accepted some form of heresy, and 
other townsmen, while nominally orthodox, were very critical of the 
clergy. 

Arnold of Brescia, whom we have seen as the temporary leader of the 
Roman commune,' was also an early anti-sacerdotalist leader in the 
North Italian towns. He denounced the greed of the pope and cardinals, 
condemned the wealth of the Church, and seems to have taught the 
Donatist heresy. His influence survived his execution, and secret associa- 
tions of Arnoldistas or “Poor hlen” were formed to carry on his teach- 
ings. Other leaders preached similar doctrines in the cloth towns of 
Flanders and in the rich commercial region of South France. Both St. 
Norbert, the founder of the Premonstratensians, and St. Bernard of 
Clairvaux made great efforts to win these heretics back to the fold. They 
had some success, but they did not succeed in suppressing the movement. 

The most important of all the anti-sacerdotal movements was founded 
by Peter Waldo, a rich merchant of Lyons. It is said that one day he 
stopped in the market-place to listen to a jongleur, who chanced to be 
telling the story of St. Alexis.- He was so moved by the tale that he de- 
termined to imitate Alexis and renounce the treasures of this world. 
After providing for his wife and daughters, he gave the remainder of his 
wealth to the poor. Like most townsmen he felt that the established 
clergy were not giving enough time to religious instruction, so he decided 
to devote himself to the preaching of the gospel. He had the New Testa- 
ment translated into the vernacular and studied it eagerly. Soon he had 
a group of followers who wished to aid him in his work. They adopted 
a special costume and called themselves the “Poor Men of Lyons.” So far 
the story is like that of any reforming order, but when Waldo tried to 
have his rule confirmed he was rebuffed by two successive popes. Ap- 
parently he had little respect for the hierarchy of the Church and made 
little distinction between laymen and clergymen. The Third Lateran 
Council, 1179, also refused to recognize the Waldensians and eventually 
they were forced into open opposition to the Church. They continued 
to insist that they were good Christians, which they certainly were, as 
far as their morals were concerned. They were generally known as the 
“good people” and even their opponents admitted their high character. 


1 See p. 212. 
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However, they became more and more anti-sacerdotalist in doctrine. 
They refused obedience to popes and prelates and held that laymen, 
and even women, might preach. They taught that masses, prayers, and 
alms for the dead were of no avail and that prayer anywhere — in bed or 
in a stable — was as efficacious as in church. The Waldensians were active 
missionaries and their faith spread from Spain to Bohemia. 

The anti-sacerdotalists accepted the Christian faith but rejected the 
organization of the Church. An even more dangerous group of heretics 
were those who rejected faith and organization alike. The old Manichean 
heresy, which St. Augustine had fought, had never been completely de- 
stroyed in the Orient. Some of its sectaries had been settled in the Bal- 
kans and there had come in contact with Western merchants. Spreading 
along the trade-routes, the heresy had been introduced into most of the 
commercial cities of the West. It was especially strong in Languedoc, 
where its adherents were known as Albigensians from the town of Albi 
where they were very numerous. These heretics were also known by 
many other names, such as Bulgars (from the country where they sup- 
posedly originated), Cathars (because they claimed to be purified) and 
so on. They were most dangerous to the Church in southern France, 
because they were tolerated there. The feudal lords of Languedoc were 
not very powerful and were much more interested in a gay and cultured 
social life than they were in defending the true faith. The population 
was very mixed and had been exposed to Jewish and Moslem influences 
which had made it receptive to new ideas. The clergy of Languedoc had 
had a rather bad record in the past and were looked down on by the 
laity. A favorite exclamation to express strong distaste was: “I’d 
rather be a priest than do that ! ” 

The leaders of the heretics profited by the low level of education and 
morality among the Christian clergy. The heresiarchs were able men who 
led virtuous lives and practised extreme ascetism. Their prestige was 
so great that travelers sought their company in order to be protected 
by the reverence which they inspired. Orthodox Catholics begged to be 
buried in the cemeteries of the heretics, so that they might rest among 
the “good people.” Many feudal lords protected the leaders of the here- 
tics and allowed them to preach in public; some nobles openly accepted 
the new faith and many more practised it in secret. The success of the 
heresy was due not only to the virtue of its teachers, but also to the 
simplicity of its doctrine. The leaders, “the perfect,” had to lead very 
ascetic lives, but few restrictions were placed on their followers. The 
latter, if they had faith, could attain salvation by receiving the last rite 
(the consolainentum) from the “perfect” on their death-bed. Since they 
believed that there was no hell and no purgatory they had few worries 
about the future life. They accepted the old Manichean dualism and 
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believed that the power of evil had created the world and all material 
things, that the God of the Old Testament was really the god of evil, that 
Jesus had been killed by this evil god, and that the struggle between 
good and evil still went on. Extreme asceticism was the best way to free 
oneself from the power of evil, but if this were impossible much could 
be gained by receiving sacraments, not unlike the Catholic ones, from 
the “perfect.” 

The orthodox clergy of Languedoc were either too weak or too in- 
different to crush this heresy. Innocent III wrote in exasperation of the 
archbishop and clergy of Narbonne: “Blind men, dumb dogs, who are 
no longer able to bark, and simoniacs who sell justice, who absolve the 
rich and condemn the poor. They do not even observe the laws of the 
Church ; they accumulate benefices and intrust sacerdotal functions to 
unworthy priests and illiterate children. That is the cause of the inso- 
lence of the heretics and the contempt felt by lords and people for God 
and his Church.” 

Since the local clergy were useless. Innocent sent legates and mission- 
aries to convert the heretics. They had little success and the pope finally 
empowered them to preach a crusade against those who failed to see the 
light, offering the same indulgences as for a crusade to the Holy Land. 
There was little enthusiasm for this crusade at first, but in 1208 a papal 
legate was murdered by a follower of Count Raymond of Toulouse. 
Raymond was already suspected of heresy and this act seemed to prove 
the charge. This concrete example of the impiety of the greatest lord of 
the South was easier to exploit than abstract warnings about the dangers 
of heresy. The crusade became popular in North France and soon a large 
army, under the leadership of Count Simon de IMontfort, advanced on 
Languedoc. The war which followed soon lost its religious character and 
became a struggle for the independence of the South. Catholics and 
heretics fought side by side against the invader and were aided in the 
end by the king of Aragon. Montfort, on the other hand, massacred the 
inhabitants of captured towns indiscriminately, without inquiring about 
their faith. In the end the superior generalship of Montfort and the 
better fighting qualities of his men w'on the daj\ Most of the fiefs of 
Languedoc passed into the hands of northerners and Languedoc ceas^ 
to have a political and cultural life of its own. Close ties with the North 
ended the old autonomy of the region and Provenqal ceased to be the 
language of the upper classes. Thus a brilliant, if somewhat artificial 
civilization came to an end. 

The Albigensian Crusade was more of a political than a religious suc- 
cess. Heresy had been driven underground but it had not been wiped out, 
and in a few years the heretics seemed as numerous as ever in many 
places. Then even the political success was threatened by the death of 



308 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

Simon de Montfort. His son was incapable of defending the conquests 
of the northerners, and dispossessed southern lords began to regain their 
old holdings. A new crusade was necessary, and this time the king of 
France took the lead. Philip Augustus, fearing an attack by John of 
England, had taken no part in the first Albigensian war and even seems 
to have resented the diversion it caused. His successor, Louis VIII, had 
less to fear from England and seized the opportunity to strengthen the 
monarchy while showing his zeal for the faith. He received an assign- 
ment of all the Montfort claims and then ended southern resistance in 
a single well-planned campaign. The king annexed most of Languedoc 
directly to the royal domain and made sure that the holders of the re- 
maining fiefs would be loyal to the Church and the crown. Protected 
by the king, the Church was at last able to make a direct attack on 
heresy. 

This attack was directed by a new ecclesiastical tribunal, the Inquisi- 
tion, which gradually took shape during the second quarter of the cen- 
tury. Bishops had long been intrusted with the duty of discovering and 
repressing heresy in their dioceses. Some had done the work well, but 
most of them had neither the time nor the knowledge necessary for the 
task. Heresy was not always manifested by overt acts and the bishops 
found it difficult to discover the secret thoughts of men. Heretics could 
be exposed only by experts in heresy, and few bishops could qualify in 
this category. Therefore the popes, beginning with Gregory IX, began 
to transfer the duty of investigating heresy to members of the new re- 
ligious orders founded by Saints Francis and Dominic. As we shall see, 
one of the chief reasons for creating these orders was the desire to con- 
vert heretics and to prevent the orthodox from falling into heresy. Their 
interest in the problem of heresy made the Franciscans and Dominicans 
expert in discovering obscure manifestations of unorthodox thought and 
qualified them for the work assigned by the pope. Theoretically, the 
bishops always retained some supervisory powers over investigations of 
heresy, but in practice they interfered very little with the work. Under 
the pope’s orders the Franciscans and Dominicans set up an elaborate 
organization for detecting and trying heretics. This organization, the 
Inquisition, was eminently successful. In less than a century it reduced 
the number of heretics to insignificant proportions and by the end of 
the next century it had practically annihilated itself by removing the 
cause for its existence. 

The Inquisition took its name from the procedure which it employed. 
It is a name of evil reputation today, but we should realize that it was 
not particularly offensive to men of the middle ages. Inquisition simply 
means “investigation” or “inquest”; the early English grand jury shared 
the name of “inquisition” with the tribunal of the Church. Like Henry 
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II’s itinerant justices, the papal inquisitors collected accusations of 
crime; if they accepted rumor and neighborhood gossip, so did most 
secular courts. The great innovation in the procedure of the Inquisition 
was the development of very effective means for proving the guilt of 
the accused. As we have seen, it was difficult, even in England, to find 
a satisfactory way of testing the truth of accusations. How much more 
difficult it was, when the accusation dealt not with physical acts, such 
as theft or murder, but with a state of mind! An added hazard was the 
fact that in Languedoc the heretics had many friends, and witnesses 
against them were apt to suffer mysterious calamities after testifying. 
The Church succeeded in overcoming these difficulties, but only by 
adopting rules of evidence which Avere exceedingly unfair. In the first 
place, to protect the witnesses, they were examined secretly, one by one. 
The accused never saw his accusers, nor was he informed of the evidence 
against him. Then, since evidence on matters of belief is never very 
satisfactory, the inquisitors tried to secure corroboration from the ac- 
cused himself. He was subjected to long interrogations, with questions 
skilfully designed to trap him into admissions of guilt. If this failed to 
produce the desired result the Inquisition, as a last resort, used torture 
to extort a confession. It was exceedingly difficult for a person accused 
of heresy to establish his innocence, for the Inquisition always assumed 
that he would not have been suspected if he had not been guilty of some 
error. On the other hand, the Inquisition sincerely desired the salvation, 
and not the death of a sinner. If he were guilty of only minor offenses, 
such as undue respect for heretical leaders, he might make attonement 
by a pilgrimage or an act of public humiliation. Those who confessed 
serious doctrinal errors were confined to prison. Only those who obsti- 
nately refused to recant, or who, having recanted, were caught again in 
heresy were “relaxed to the secular arm” — a euphemism for a sentence 
of death. 

It may be difficult to understand how such an institution could have 
been accepted by the people of Europe. It must be remembered that, to 
the orthodox, heresy was a crime of unspeakable baseness. The heretic 
was a traitor to God and a murderer of his neighbor’s soul. Those who 
suffered from other criminals lost merely the trivial goods of this earth, 
but those who listened to heretics were deprived of the inestimable 
treasures of heaven. Heretics destroyed the bonds of society by weaken- 
ing the basic authority on which all institutions rested ; their mere ex- 
istence brought down the vengeance of heaven on the regions in w'hich 
they lived. Heresy was a disease which had to be wiped out ; the heretic 
must either be cured or be destroyed. Our own attitude to bearers of 
dangerous doctrines or diseases is not very different. 

In addition the Inquisition received powerful support from lay rulers. 
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This was not wholly disinterested, for they felt that their authority was 
threatened by heretical ideas, and they profited from the forfeitures of 
heretics’ goods. Heresy was often associated with democratic or anar- 
chical ideas; witness the case of Arnold of Brescia, who revived the 
Roman Republic after denying the spiritual power of the pope. Like all 
persecuted sects, the heretics thought of themselves as the elect and 
were apt to assert that no one outside their community could have any 
lawful authority. Therefore kings and emperors, whether supporters or 
opponents of the papacy, made laws against heresy, arrested suspects 
for the Inquisition, held condemned heretics in jail, and if necessary 
burned them at the stake. Pious kings felt that this was only doing their 
duty as Christian monarchs. More worldly rulers were glad to have a 
chance to confiscate heretical possessions and to pose as champions of 
the true faith while quarreling with the pope. 

Backed, on the whole, by public opinion and the power of secular 
rulers, the Inquisition was able to work steadily and effectively. Its suc- 
cess was due more to careful investigation of all accusations than to 
mass executions. Only a small number of very stubborn heretics were 
burned ; the great majority escaped with lighter sentences. But few men 
succeeded in keeping heretical tendencies a secret. The slightest mani- 
festation of sympathy for heretical doctrines resulted in an immediate 
summons from the Inquisition ; even the orthodox had to watch their 
tongues for fear of making some inadvertent remark that savored of 
heresy. By keeping constant pressure on the people the Inquisition suc- 
ceeded in exterminating the Albigensian belief. The cities of northern 
France, Flanders, and Italy were also purified of unorthodox sects. Only 
in the remote Alpine valleys did a handful of Waldensians survive. There, 
in spite of repeated persecutions, they have endured to this day. 

The Inquisition preserved the unity of the Christian faith for another 
three centuries. Against this achievement must be set two unfortunate 
results. In the first place, the people of Languedoc were demoralized by 
the work of the tribunal. Most inquisitors were honest, capable judges 
who tried to act fairly, but a few of them were insane fanatics who 
condemned every one brought before them. In addition, even honest 
judges were sometimes misled by blackmailers and backbiters who 
wished to ruin their neighbors. The resulting atmosphere of suspicion 
and fear did not promote the growth of candor, honesty, or courage in 
the people of Languedoc. The other consequence was more serious. As 
we have seen, the Fourth Lateran Council outlawed the old forms of 
trial. New procedures were needed just at the time that the Inquisition 
was beginning its work. Its methods were so wonderfully efficacious, at 
least from a prosecutor’s point of view, that they were adopted by most 
European countries. Thus secret trials, failure to confront the accused 
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with witnesses against him, torture, and complete reliance on the de- 
cision of the judge, came into European criminal procedure and remained 
to plague it for centuries. England alone escaped this baneful influence. 
This was due in part to the fact tliat England had already developed 
its own procedure of trial by jury, and in part to the fact that England 
was so orthodox that the pope never found it necessary to insist on 
establishing the Inquisition there. 

The purely negative work of the Inquisition was not enough to repel 
the danger which threatened the Church. Specific heresies might be 
exterminated, but as long as thousands of people felt dissatisfied with 
the behavior and teachings of the clergy, the state of mind which pro- 
duced heresy would remain. Many zealous churchmen of the late twelfth 
century realized this and endeavored to regain the Church’s lost influence 
by renouncing all wealth and living and preaching among the poor. An 
early attempt to establish an order based on these principles had been 
only moderately successful, due largely to the violence of the Albigensian 
Crusade and the opposition of conservative clergymen. But the idea 
did not die and was destined to bear fruit in the formation of the great 
mendicant orders. 

Among the preachers who were active in Languedoc in the early years 
of the thirteenth century was a Spaniard named Dominic. He was born 
about 1170 and had studied for the priesthood at Palencia. He chanced 
to accompany his bishop in a journey to Languedoc and soon began to 
preach in an attempt to convert the heretics. We know very little of 
his early work, but he must have distinguished himself as a leader, since 
a small group of able men soon gathered around him and assisted him 
in his labors. Eventually he was able to found a monastery for women 
at Prouille, where converted heretics might find shelter and “poor girls 
of gentle blood” might receive an education. This establishment was 
soon richly endowed. Dominic then began to think of establishing his 
group of preachers as a regular religious order. He attended the Fourth 
Lateran Council and in 1216 obtained recognition from Honorius III. 
At that time there were only sixteen members in his order, but they were 
picked men from many different regions. Six were from Spain, but 
Toulouse, Provence, Lorraine, North France and England were also 
represented. 

Dominic and his associates adopted the rule of the canons regular of 
St. Augustine. They took the name of “Preaching Friars,” which Inno- 
cent had used in speaking of them. This name denotes their ideals. They 
were to preach, and in order to do this effectively, they were to devote 
themseh-es to study. They were to be friars, not monks ; they were to 
live in the busy haunts of men instead of secluded in a convent ; the world 
was to be their cloister. By preaching and by example they were to spread 
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Christian doctrines and ideals among the people. In 1217 Dominic sent 
his followers out on their mission. He said : “You are still a little flock, 
but already I have formed in my heart the project of dispersing you 
abroad. You will no longer abide in the sanctuary of Prouille. The world 
henceforth is your home, and the work God has created for you is teach- 
ing and preaching. Go you, therefore, into the whole world and teach all 
nations. Preach to them the glad tidings of their redemption. Have con- 
fidence in God, for the field of your labors will one day widen to the 
uttermost ends of the earth.” Accordingly, some went to Spain, some to 
Paris and some to Bologna. Their success was very rapid. At Dominic’s 
death, four years later, the order already had sixty convents scattered 
through Spain, France, England, Italy, Germany and Hungary. Its in- 
fluence was increased by the adoption of a vow of absolute poverty. The 
friars could have no property and no regular income. They supported 
themselves by begging and the Dominicans thus became a “mendicant” 
order. 

The emphasis which Dominic had placed on learning made his fol- 
lowers especially active in university towns. Some of them became 
noted scholars, and they soon obtained professorships at Paris, Oxford, 
Montpellier, Bologna and Toulouse. The secular clergy were jealous of 
this success and tried to bar the Dominicans from the higher faculties, 
but with papal support they overrode all opposition. Eventually the 
Dominicans established their right to a certain number of chairs in the 
theological faculty at Paris, and since Paris was the leading university, 
this brought them recognition every w'here. Some of the most influen- 
tial scholars of the thirteenth century were Dominicans — for example 
Thomas Aquinas, the greatest philosopher of the Church, and Vincent 
of Beauvais, who summed up medieval knowledge in a great encyclo- 
pedia. Because of their learning and their early interest in heresy, the 
Dominicans were especially interested in the Inquisition, and its most 
active branches were under their control. 

The other great mendicant order was founded by Francis of Assisi. 
He was born in Italy in 1182 and was thus some twelve years younger 
than Dominic. He was the son of a rich merchant of Assisi and as a youth 
led a joyous life. Francis was greatly interested in stories of chivalry 
and longed to distinguish himself as a knight. His one military adven- 
ture, however, proved disastrous and he returned home desperately ill 
The collapse of his hopes turned his thoughts to religion, and he went 
through a long internal struggle, trying to discover what he should do to 
be saved. When he was about twenty he finally became convinced that 
he must renounce wealth and family ties and serve God in poverty 
through charity. He did not withdraw from the world but instead began 
to preach and to do good works among his neighbors. 
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Other men of like mind gathered about him until there were twelve 
in all. They then sought the pope at the Lateran Council in 1215 to have 
their undertaking confirmed. The pope hesitated at first, for there were 
obvious resemblances between Francis’ plan, and that of Peter Waldo. 
Francis, however, was willing to accept suggestions from the leaders of 
the Church, which Waldo had never done, and the need for a new type 
of religious order was more obvious in 1215 than it had been in 1179. So 
Francis’ followers, the “Minorites” or “Friars Minor,” as they called 
themselves in their humility, were allowed to begin their work. From 
the first, Francis insisted on absolute poverty. The brethren were to 
labor with their hands, but they were not to receive wages in money, 
though they might accept gifts of food or clothing. They were to take 
no thought for the morrow and were to give to the poor all that was not 
absolutely necessary for the day. The rule ordered: 

The brethren shall appropriate to themselves nothing, neither house, nor 
place, nor other thing, but shall live in the world as strangers and pilgrims, 
and shall go confidently after alms. In this they shall feel no shame, since 
the Lord for our sake made himself poor in the world. It is this perfection of 
poverty which has made you, dearest brethren, heirs and kings of the king- 
dom of heaven. Having this, you should wish to have nought else under 
heaven. 

The success of the order was due to the spirit of Francis, which many 
of his early followers imbibed. He tried to apply the precepts of Christ 
literally, and to imitate His life in all things. He delighted in sacrifice 
for the poor and especially for the lepers, who were the outcasts of so- 
ciety. He renounced worldly pleasures without becoming bitter and 
sad. He loved all created things ; he chanted the praises of the sun and 
preached sermons to the birds. He was always gay and at times even 
playful. He named one of his followers “the plaything of Jesus Christ” 
and called the brethren “the Lord’s jugglers.” ^ 

“Is it not in fact true,” he said, “that the servants of God are really 
like jugglers, intended to revive the hearts of men, and to lead them to 
spiritual joy ?” Francis also succeeded in spiritualizing his early chival- 
ric ideals. He sang the praises of “My Lady Poverty” as a troubadour 
would sing the praises of his mistress, and he sought spiritual adventures 
as a wandering knight would seek temporal combats. He was patient 
and humble, yet “he possessed an original and well-balanced mind, 
extraordinary common sense, an iron will, and indomitable courage.” 
He was a remarkable speaker and his sermons swayed thousands of men 
to do his will. Under such leadership it is not surprising that the order 
grew rapidly and soon included thousands of members. 

' Jocidatores, here and elsewhere translated as “jugglers,” is an inclusive term 
for entertainers, players, acrobats, and glcemcn. 
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The two mendicant orders were founded by men of very different 
temperaments, for reasons which were not altogether the same, and 
the lapse of time did not efface all these differences. The Dominicans 
were somewhat more interested in scholarship and theology, while the 
Franciscans concentrated on missionary work among the masses. Yet 
the two orders influenced each other and much of their work overlapped. 
It is probable (though the Dominicans deny it) that the Preaching 
Friars borrowed the idea of absolute poverty from the rule of St. Francis. 
The Franciscans, on the other hand, were not content to allow the 
Dominicans to possess a monopoly of scholarship. Franciscans began 
to seek chairs of theology at Paris, and their great doctor, St. Bonaven- 
tura, is hardly less important in the history of medieval philosophy than 
St. Thomas Aquinas himself. In their work among the people both 
orders drew from the same source of strength. Their poverty freed them 
from the reproach of worldliness and luxury which had been thrown at 
other clergymen. Their training and their zeal kept them from holding 
the perfunctory services by which many priests had killed the interest 
of intelligent laymen. Their active charity contrasted favorably with 
the routine distribution of alms practised by older orders. In these re- 
spects Franciscans and Dominicans were much alike and the people 
made few distinctions between them. 

The great achievement of the mendicant orders was to revive the in- 
fluence of the Church on lay society. They were honored by kings for 
their wisdom, by nobles for their disinterestedness, and by peasants for 
their holiness. They were especially successful in dealing with towns- 
men, who had become so scornful of ordinary clergymen. The friars 
gained the confidence of the bourgeoisie by vigorous denunciations of 
worldly churchmen, and secured their respect by living Christianity as 
well as preaching it. They reminded townsmen that they were not en- 
tirely free from responsibility for the decline of morality, and that they 
manifested the same excessive love of riches which seemed so odious 
in priests and prelates. Even in Italy the bourgeoisie were somewhat un- 
easy about their concentration on worldly interests, and the uncom- 
promising attack of the friars drove them into agonies of penitence. As 
a result the friars acquired an influence even greater than that of the 
reformers of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Thousands of men 
joined their ranks, and both orders found it necessary to create mon- 
asteries for women who wished to aid in their work. In addition, they 
established lay organizations for men and women who had to continue 
their activities in the world, but wished the support and protection of 
the order in their attempts to lead Christian lives. The Franciscan asso- 
ciation was known as the “Tertiary Order of Minorites,” the Dominican 
as the “Militia of Jesus Christ.” Thousands of pious laymen enrolled 
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themselves in these groups ; Louis IX of France was a tertiary of St. 
Francis. 

The popes soon realized the value of the new orders and gave them 
many privileges. In 1217 the friars were permitted to preach, to hear 
confessions, and to grant absolution in any parish. A few years later 
they were freed from the control of the regular hierarchy and were placed 
directly under the pope. These privileges enabled the friars to take over 
much of the work of the parish clergy, for laymen who disliked their 
own priests could secure almost all necessary spiritual services from 
wandering Franciscans or Dominicans. This situation naturally brought 
violent protests from bishops and priests who saw their authority, their 
prestige, and their revenues diminish from day to day. They pointed out 
that the privileges of the mendicant orders injured ecclesiastical disci- 
pline, and that many a layman preferred to confess to a wandering friar, 
whom he would never see again, rather than to his own priest, who would 
make sure that appropriate penance was performed. There was just 
enough truth in these charges to make some popes consider limiting the 
rights of the two orders, but they could not adopt this as a permanent 
policy. The friars were too useful to the papacy to be restrained ; they 
served it as the monks of the reformed orders had served it in the in- 
vestiture struggle. They were the most effective propagandists in the 
service of the Church and they exercised tremendous influence over the 
thoughts and beliefs of laymen. Therefore, in spite of some hesitations, 
the popes continued to load them with privileges and honors. Many 
friars were made bishops, in order to leaven the whole Church with the 
spirit of Francis and Dominic. Some were made cardinals and, by the 
end of the thirteenth century, there had been several mendicant popes. 
The exalted position of the mendicant orders caused much jealousy in 
other churchmen, but it was justified by the results it produced. More 
than any other group, the friars were responsible for the fact that in the 
thirteenth century Europe made a new effort to put Christian ideals into 
practice. 

The early zeal and idealism of the mendicant orders declined, of 
course, after the death of the first generation of friars. It soon proved 
impossible to enforce the rule of absolute poverty. The great popularity 
of the orders caused a flow of donations, and pious laymen sought to 
provide the friars with houses and land as well as with food and cloth- 
ing. Eventually a distinction was made between the poverty of the in- 
dividual friar and the property which could be used by the order as a 
whole. This property was held for the use of the order by self-perpetu- 
ating groups of trustees, and thus was created a legal device which has 
had great importance in our own time. Whether this distinction saved 
the letter of the rule is doubtful, and it certainly injured its spirit. 
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Wealth for the order meant more comfortable lives for the members, 
and this in torn meant that many men became friars because their entry 
into the order promised them an interesting and not too strenuous career. 
A minority of the Franciscans were shocked by these changes, but their 
protests were suppressed. The majority in both orders were ready to 
relax and to accept an easier life. Yet the friars never became entirely 
like the monks of the older orders. They still went out among the people, 
they still brought the teachings of Christ to the masses instead of wait- 
ing for the masses to come to them. Until the very end of the middle 
ages the influence of the friars remained greater than that of any other 
group among the clergy. 

3. The Papacy and the Hohenstaufen 

From the death of Innocent III in 1216 to the death of the last male 
Hohenstaufen in 1268 the history of Italy and Germany was dominated 
by the struggle between the popes and the imperial family. Innocent III 
had prepared the way for this struggle by aiding Frederick II of Hohen- 
staufen to replace Otto IV as ruler of Germany and the Empire, but 
Innocent did not live to see the consequences of his act. He thought that 
Frederick was bound to the papal cause by gratitude and solemn prom- 
ises. He failed to realize that the character and hereditary claims of the 
young emperor were to make him an irreconcilable foe of the papacy. 

Frederick was not quite three when his father, the Emperor Henry VI, 
died. His mother’s death a year later made him king of Sicily and ward 
of the papacy, since Sicily was a papal fief. Innocent III was not able 
to perform his duties as guardian very effectively, though he did inter- 
vene occasionally to preserve the young ruler’s rights. He failed, how- 
ever, to give Frederick the one thing which was most necessary for the 
growing boy, a secure and stable environment. There was no regularly 
organized regency in Sicily, and the central government almost col- 
lapsed during the long minority. Xorman nobles, and Germans brought 
in by Henry VI, quarreled for the possession of the child king, and he 
was handed about from one faction to the other as the result of palace 
plots and petty wars. No one showed him any loyalty ; he was merely 
a symbol of power to be secured by the strongest or cleverest faction. 
“Without a relative or friend, without ever feeling a ray of love, the 
child grew up in the midst of intrigues of the worst kind, among men 
whose empty greed he saw through only too quickly.” He learned to use 
craft and deceit very early in life. He was precocious, brilliant, fasci- 
nating, versatile, passionate, restless. When Frederick was nearly thir- 
teen years old, one of his attendants described him as follows : 
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The king’s stature is not only small, but also not large for his age. Nature 
has, however, endowed him with strong limbs and a vigorous body, with the 
ability to persist in every undertaking. He is never quiet, but is in motion 
all day long. In order to increase his strength by e.\ercise he trains his supple 
body in the use of arms; and when he is practising he seizes his sword, which 
he trusts especially, and falls into a wild rage as if he wanted to slash his 
antagonist’s face. He is skilful in the use of the bow, and practises shooting 
industriously. He delights in fine swift horses; you may well believe that 
no one knows better than he how to drive them or to spur them to a gallop. 
Thus practising the use of arms in every fashion he spends the entire day 
in constant and varied activity, and even continues his exercises through the 
first watch of the night. Moreover, he possesses royal dignity; he has the 
appearance and the commanding majesty of a ruler. His face is of gracious 
beauty, with a' godlike forehead, and his eyes are so full of joy that it is a 
pleasure to look at him. He is wide awake, full of sagacity and docility. But 
his bearing is impertinent and unbecoming; . . . he is completely unwilling 
to take advice, and follows only the dictates of his own free will. As far as 
one can see, he considers it degrading to be under guardianship and to be 
regarded as a boy and not as a king. . . . His talents so far surpass his 
age that now, before he is a man, he is well equipped with knowledge and 
has the shrewdness that he would naturally have acquired only in the course 
of years. 

Frederick retained the energy and self-confidence which he mani- 
fested at this early age throughout most of his life. He made his own 
decisions, not only because he believed that he was wiser than his coun- 
cillors, but also because he trusted no one. He was sure that every man 
had his price, and the events of his reign seemed to justify this belief. 
Frederick’s most engaging characteristic was his genuine love of learn- 
ing. Somehow, during the troubled years of his boyhood, he had ac- 
quired an excellent education, and his court was always full of learned 
men. He was especially devoted to science and delighted in posing diffi- 
cult questions to his scholars. He was also interested in poetry, and 
Dante speaks highly of his compositions in verse. Such was the boy who, 
at the age of seventeen, was called by Innocent III to be emperor. 

Frederick gained the imperial crown only through the support of the 
pope, and he paid for this support with two promises which were to 
plague him for many years. In the first place, he swore to relinquish his 
Sicilian kingdom as soon as he was firmly established in Germany, and 
thus to free the Papal States from the threat of encirclement. Frederick, 
however, had no intention of giving up either realm. His imperial title 
gave him prestige, but little financial or military power. Only by re- 
taining Sicily could Frederick secure the men and money he needed to 
play the role of a great emperor. In the second place, Frederick took the 
crusader’s vow when he was crowned at Rome. This promise was prob- 
ably sincere ; the boy was elated by his recent success in Germany and 
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he may have felt that the East could be conquered as easily as the North. 
But the vow was to hamper him for a dozen years ; it gave the pope a 
weapon to use against him if he did not start for the Holy Land within 
a reasonable time. Frederick soon discovered that all his energy was 
needed to establish his authority in Italy and that he had no time for 
a crusade. Fortunately for him, Innocent III died before he could insist 
on the fulfilment of either promise. The new pope was Honorius III, a 
mild and kindly old man who once had been Frederick’s tutor. He did 
not insist upon the immediate abandonment of Sicily and was very will- 
ing to accept Frederick’s repeated excuses for postponing the crusade. 

Honorius was succeeded in 1227 by Gregory IX, an old man who was 
anything but mild and kindly. Gregory was alarmed by the way in which 
Frederick was strengthening himself in Italy. He had made himself 
practically absolute in Sicily and was reviving the old imperial claims 
to authority in the Po Valley. The independence of the Papal States was 
threatened and Gregory feared that he might be reduced to the position 
of an Eastern patriarch, entirely subservient to the emperor. A crusade 
would remove Frederick from Italy, and Gregory insisted that the em- 
peror fulfil his vow. Frederick was very unwilling to start, since he was 
trying to regain Jerusalem by negotiations rather than by fighting. The 
sultan of Egypt, who held the Holy City, was threatened by the prince 
of Damascus and was ready to make great concessions in return for 
peace with the Christians. Frederick had acquired the title of king of 
Jerusalem by marrying Isabelle of Brienne, the heiress, in 1225, and so 
he was in a position to give the sultan the guarantees he desired. How- 
ever, under pressure from Gregory, Frederick proclaimed his crusade 
and set sail with great pomp in September, 1227. A few days later he 
crept back into port, saying that he and most of his army had been 
smitten with a mysterious disease. That there had been sickness on 
board is unquestionably true; how serious it was is another matter. 
Gregory took no stock at all in the story and excommunicated the em- 
peror for not fulfilling his vow. A few months later Frederick set out 
again for Palestine, without troubling to secure absolution. The pope 
excommunicated him once more, this time for going on a crusade while 
excommunicate. Gregory also forbade any one in the Holy Land to assist 
the emperor, but Frederick still had no intention of fighting a real war 
with the Saracens. Though the sultan had been freed from his worst 
difficulties, he was still willing to negotiate, and Frederick made an ad- 
vantageous treaty with him. Jerusalem, Bethlehem, Nazareth and a cor- 
ridor to the sea were surrendered to the Christians. In return Frederick 
allowed the Moslems to retain the mosque of Omar and to worship freely 
in Jerusalem. He also promised to keep the princes of the West from 
attacking Egypt for a term of ten years. The pope promptly denounced 
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these clauses as evidence of Frederick’s lukewarmness toward the true 
faith. He was even more angered by the fact that Frederick, still excom- 
municate, went to Jerusalem and crowned himself king there. Gregory 
preached a crusade against the emperor and sent an army, led by two 
cardinals, to attack his domains in Italy. Frederick hastened home and 
easily defeated the papal forces, which had little popular support. The 
Italians seemed to feel that, if Frederick had been careless about his 
religious obligations, Gregory had been unreasonable in enforcing the 
strict letter of the law, and that neither contestant deserved much sym- 
pathy. Frederick tried to gain public favor by offering very generous 
terms to the pope when peace was made in 1230, but few people were 
impressed by this maneuver. As soon as he was absolved Frederick 
renewed his attempts to dominate Italy, and the peace of 1230 was only 
a truce. 

If Frederick was to dominate Italy, his first task was to restore royal 
power in Sicily, where the institutions of the Norman kings had been 
almost overthrown during the troubled years of the minority. This task 
had almost been completed before the crusade of 1228, and soon after 
his return Frederick was able to take the last step toward absolutism. 
The “Constitutions for the Kingdom of Sicily,” promulgated in 1231, 
deprived the privileged classes of most of their power and centralized all 
authority in the emperor. Nobles were forbidden to make private war 
and only servants of the king were allowed to carry weapons. Criminal 
jurisdiction was taken away from feudal lords and they were forbidden to 
marry their children off without the emperor’s consent. Clerical courts 
were deprived of jurisdiction over laymen, except in cases of adultery. 
The clergy were forbidden to hold public office and were compelled to pay 
taxes. Towns were not allowed to elect their own podestas or consuls, 
but were ruled by royal officials. There were to be no independent local 
authorities ; everything was to be controlled by the court. 

This centralization went far beyond that of England, where local 
governments were weakened but not annihilated. Frederick also went 
further than any English king in depriving the magnates of influence. 
His elaborate central government was run by professional bureaucrats 
who used Byzantine and Arabic rather than feudal procedures. The 
nobles naturally took no part in this work and they also had little voice 
in determining major questions of policy. Frederick, as ruler of Sicily, 
was freer from restraint than any other monarch of western Europe. 

His financial policy in Sicily is especially interesting. He taxed the 
kingdom heavily, but he realized that commerce must thrive if taxation 
was to continue. He eliminated many interior customs barriers and tolls, 
and stabilized the currency. He encouraged foreign traders to break their 
voyages to and from the East in Sicilian ports, and thus increased the 
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revenue from customs and harbor dues. He made Sicilian waters safe 
by maintaining a large and efficient navy, and his friendly relations with 
Mohammedan rulers still further decreased the risks of Mediterranean 
trade. .\t the same time, Frederick regulated commerce in great detail 
and created royal monopolies in many commodities. Tj'pical of his 
methods is the way in which he cornered the grain market. He forbade 
the export of grain from his kingdom in a year when there was a surplus. 
This depressed the price to a point where royal officials could buy grain 
very cheaply. Then he loaded his navy with grain and sent it to the 
Moslems of North Africa, who were suffering from famine. The grain 
sold at many times its original cost and Frederick made a tremendous 
profit from the transaction. 

Backed by the resources of Sicily, Frederick was able to intervene ef- 
fectively in central and northern Italy. Towns which feared their neigh- 
bors and factions which feared their fellow-citizens allied themselves with 
the emperor. Frederick found a new source of support in the tyrants, 
who were just beginning to appear in some regions in the North. These 
men. profiting by the endless civil wars of the Italian towns, had sub- 
stituted their own autocratic rule for the ineffectual republican govern- 
ments of certain communes. They agreed with Frederick that municipal 
freedom was “a poisonous weed which must be rooted out,” and like 
Frederick, they were frequently on bad terms with the Church. Local 
intrigues sometimes made them waver, but they were usually on the 
emperor’s side. With this support, Frederick gained power steadily in 
Tuscany, Lombardy, and even in some parts of the Papal States. Greg- 
ory was alarmed by his success and started a vigorous diplomatic cam- 
paign against him, while the Lombard cities revived their old League, 
which had been inactive for some time. This opposition, however, was 
not at first effective. 

While increasing his power in Italy, Frederick paid little attention 
to his German territories. He may have felt that he could easily re- 
establish his authority north of the Alps, once he had full use of Italian 
resources, or he may actually have believed that Germany was unim- 
portant. At any rate, he spent little time in Germany and contented 
himself wdth leaving his young son Henry there to represent him. The 
boy received the title of King of the Romans, but he had no real power, 
and his advisers did nothing to strengthen the monarchy. Germany was 
actually ruled by the great lay and ecclesiastical princes, and Frederick 
accepted this situation with equanimity. In fact, he surrendered the 
last remnants of imperial authority by grants to the magnates which 
made them practically independent in their own lands. The kingdom of 
Germany had long been declining and this act deprived it of any impor- 
tance as a political unit. Henceforth it was to be a very loose confedera- 
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tion of princes who occasionally consented to work together under the 
emperor, but who usually pursued their own independent and selfish 
policies. 

German historians have blamed Frederick severely for abandoning 
his rights in the northern kingdom, but it is doubtful whether the oppo- 
site policy would have been more successful. The princes had been gain- 
ing power steadily for over a century and an attempt to arrest this de- 
velopment would have meant a long and hazardous fight. The rights 
which Frederick surrendered had little more than a nuisance value; 
they allowed him to interfere, but not to govern. The emperor had never 
developed adequate legal and administrative systems; most of the 
princes had more advanced governments. The potential royal domain 
which the Hohenstaufen had created in Swabia had been frittered away 
during the war between Philip and Otto, so there was no solid basis for 
imperial authority north of the Alps. In short, the task of creating a 
strong, centralized government in Germany seemed almost hopeless and 
Frederick had some reason to concentrate on Italy, where he had in- 
herited more power. 

Frederick asked little of Germany, but he did expect the German 
princes to leave him alone. These hopes were disappointed when some 
of them persuaded his son Henry to rebel. The uprising was not very 
dangerous and was eventually suppressed, but the cities of the Lombard 
League thought that it offered them an opportunity to strike at the em- 
peror. They assisted Henry, and this angered Frederick much more than 
the original rebellion had done. He was willing to forgive the German 
magnates, but, in spite of the pope’s pleas, he would not forgive the 
Lombard cities. They were his most dangerous opponents and he deter- 
mined to make the most of his grievance against them. He declared war 
on the League and won a brilliant victory at Cortennova in 1237. When 
it became evident that he intended to use this victory to subdue North 
Italy, the pope excommunicated him in 1239. 

This started a conflict which was to continue until the emperor’s death. 
Both Frederick and Gregory appealed to the public opinion of Europe 
through letters and pamphlets. Neither side, of course, discussed the 
real issue, which was the control of Italy. Gregory laid stress on the 
emperor’s impiety and misdeeds. Frederick spoke of his high prerog- 
atives and warned other rulers that if the pope could crush an emperor 
he would have no difficulty in dominating lesser monarchs. Gregory 
called a council, in order to give the widest possible publicity to his de- 
nunciation of Frederick. Since the emperor knew that the council would 
act against him, he sent his navy to attack the Genoese fleet which was 
carrying the northern bishops to Rome. His admiral captured so many 
prelates that the council could not be held. Gregory IX died a few 
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months later and it took the cardinals almost two years to agree on a 
successor. The new pope, Innocent IV, had not been unfriendly to Fred- 
erick before his election, but the emperor’s hopes that he would reverse 
Gregory’s policy were in vain. Frederick’s Italian ambitions were so 
dangerous to the papacy that no agreement between the two rulers was 
possible. After negotiating for a time, Innocent withdrew to Lyons in 
order to hold a council in safety. There Frederick was declared guilty of 
perjury, heresy and sacrilege and was once more excommunicated. Inno- 
cent preached a crusade against him and papal partisans elected an anti- 
king in Germany. The war which followed was waged with the greatest 
barbarity on both sides but was indecisive. Frederick held his own in 
Sicily and Germany, though he lost ground in north Italy. Innocent did 
not succeed in crushing the emperor, but he did make the formation of a 
united Italian kingdom impossible. Neither party gained much moral 
support in other European countries. The pope’s use of religious weapons 
in a struggle which was largely political alienated many good Christians, 
including the pious Louis IX of France. On the other hand, Frederick’s 
undisguised hostility to the papacy and his imperial ambitions shocked 
rulers who might otherwise have been friendly to him. An emperor who 
aspired to be real, as well as nominal head of Christendom was worse 
than a politically minded pope, for he could not be restrained by any 
theory of the separation of the two powers. So Europe preserved an atti- 
tude of watchful waiting until Frederick’s death in 1250. 

It is easier to describe the tangled events of Frederick’s reign than it 
is to form an estimate of his character and achievements. His own con- 
temporaries, even those who were his enemies, admitted that he possessed 
amazing talents. Chroniclers described him as “Stupor mundi,” and the 
Germans would not admit that such a man could die. They said that he 
was sleeping in a cave, surrounded by his warriors, waiting for a sum- 
mons to save Germany.^ In our own age historians have admired the 
great and varied abilities of the emperor. He was an excellent diplomat, 
a careful administrator, and a capable general. These qualities enabled 
him to hold his own in a twenty years’ struggle with the papacy, even 
though it was at the height of its power. He was interested in new ideas 
and men of all religions were welcome at his court if they had skill in 
any branch of knowledge. Important scientific works were written or 
translated at his request, and Frederick himself composed a notable 
treatise on falconry. This book is much more than a tract on hunting ; 
it is really a manual of ornithology. Different species of birds are de- 
scribed and compared, the training and care of hawks are discussed, and 
their diseases are explained. Remarkably accurate illustrations add to 

'This legend was later transferred to Barbarossa; quite rightly, for he was 
much more of a German hero than his brilliant, Italianate grandson. 
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the value of the work. Frederick knew a great deal about birds and was 
rather scornful of earlier writers on the subject. He checked all their 
statements against his own observations and frequently pointed out 
their mistakes. Besides being a patron of science, Frederick was also, 
as Dante says, “the father of Italian poetry.” Provenqal lyrics were 
imitated at his court, and the emperor seems to have encouraged his 
followers to write Italian verses. Frederick himself was a poet, and the 
works of his school are among the earliest monuments of Italian poetry. 

Yet this brilliant and versatile ruler, who seemed so well fitted to 
begin a new age, blighted everything he touched. His reign marked the 
end of the medieval empire and the beginning of the rapid decline of 
the kingdom of Sicily. His long wars in north Italy left the region more 
disunited than ever, and even his successful crusade proved useless in 
the end, since the Moslems regained Jerusalem in 1244. Within a few 
years of his death Tuscany had replaced Sicily as the center of Italian 
poetry and by tlie end of the century Sicily had lost its importance in 
scientific work. Frederick created nothing permanent ; he is significant 
for what he ended, not what he began. 

Frederick’s failure was apparently caused by his peculiar emotional 
defects. He suspected every one : his most faithful minister was accused 
of treason and tortured until he committed suicide. He did not inspire 
loyalty or affection ; he ruled chiefly through fear. Even more important 
was Frederick’s failure to understand his own age. As we have seen, the 
remarkable feature of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries was that new 
ideas and activities were harmonized with old beliefs; that the new 
energy of the great revival was made to serve Christian ideals. Frederick 
understood and used the new ideas, but he did not understand or sym- 
pathize with the old beliefs. He seems to have been a complete religious 
sceptic. The pope denounced him for writing a book on “The Three 
Impostors, Moses, Christ and Mohammed,” and while the accusation 
was probably unfounded, the fact that it could be made and believed 
tells much of Frederick’s character. His mode of life was not Christian, 
or even European; he has been aptly styled a “baptized sultan.” An 
account of one of his journeys reminds us of the Arabian Nights’ Tales. 
He traveled with a harem guarded by eunuchs, and with a menagerie 
which included camels, lions, panthers, w'hite bears, monkeys, and other 
animals. He had an enormous elephant, a gift from the sultan of Egypt, 
which was guarded by Saracen attendants. His bodyguard was composed 
of Sicilian Moslems, and he was accompanied by Ethiopian trumpeters 
and Moorish dancers and jongleurs. Thus Frederick stood for every- 
thing which was strange and different and dangerous; he represented 
the new ideas acting without restraint or connection with the past. He 
could not secure the wholehearted support of his subjects or the friend- 



324 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

ship of other Christian rulers because he had little in common with 
them. He did not speak the same language or think the same thoughts. 
Even when he tried to give the appearance of orthodoxy he deceived no 
one. He persecuted heretics cruelly and energetically, partly to gain 
favor with the pope ; even more because he feared their radical political 
ideas. He founded a university at Naples, less to advance Christian 
knowledge than to keep his southern subjects from going to the anti- 
imperial university at Bologna. He gained about as much credit from 
these moves as he did from his crusade. Even when he acted as an 
orthodox Christian ruler, no one believed that he was one. 

Another difficulty was the fact that Frederick took his position as 
Roman emperor too seriously. He used the language of the old Roman 
law to describe the sanctity of his position. He spoke of his birthplace, 
Jesi, as the “noble city where our divine mother brought us into the 
world, . . . this Bethlehem where Caesar was born.” In a letter to his 
prime minister, Peter de Vineis, Frederick applied to him the Biblical 
text, “Thou art Peter, and on this rock 1 will build my church.” He had 
no reverence for the pope and little respect for other European monarchs. 
These pretensions angered many people who were not supporters of the 
papacy. They did not like the idea of a Europe dominated by the pope, 
but they liked the idea of a Europe dominated by Frederick even less. 

Rulers who moved less rapidly, who respected old forms, who kept 
on reasonably good terms with the Church, accomplished much more 
than Frederick. His contemporaries, Louis IX of France and Henry III 
of England, were less intelligent and less capable than the emperor, but 
they left behind them states which had a future and not merely a past. 
Their governments corresponded to the needs and beliefs of their peo- 
ples. Neither Frederick’s scepticism nor his absolutism had a place in 
the thirteenth century. People were awed by his ability, his daring, and 
his wickedness ; they were never convinced that he was right. 

Frederick’s great ability had preserved him from the full consequences 
of his mistakes, but his descendants were to reap the whirlwind which 
he had sowed. Innocent IV had been too frightened by his struggle with 
Frederick to forgive the “viper breed of the Hohenstaufen,” and he and 
his successors determined to end the power of the hated family. It took 
them eighteen years to achieve their purpose, and the long, vindictive 
struggle injured the prestige of the Church. Not every one had approved 
the use of spiritual weapons against Frederick, but at least there was 
some sort of case against him. Frederick was a strange, dangerous 
person, quite probably an unbeliever and certainly an enemy of the 
papacy. His successors were more conventional and less dangerous; to 
proclaim excommunications and crusades against them smacked of per- 
sonal vengeance. It annoyed many people to see the popes use their 
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spiritual power to obtain a satisfactory political settlement in Italy. 
The popes could answer, of course, that they would have no spiritual 
power if they were at the mercy of unfriendly Italian rulers, but this 
answer did not entirely allay dissatisfaction. However noble their end, 
they had used rather questionable means to achieve it, and the influence 
of the Church declined steadily after the extermination of the Hohen- 
staufen. 

Frederick’s successor in Germany was his son, Conrad IV (12S0- 
1254). Conrad did little during his short reign, and when he died the 
princes were unable to agree on a successor. Eventually the rival fac- 
tions each elected an emperor, but these claimants were both foreigners 
who had no real power. One, the brother of the English king, did visit 
Germany and issue a few charters; the other, .\lfonso of Castile, did 
not even take the trouble to enter his new realm. The first ruler who was 
accepted by all the princes was Rudolph of Habsburg, elected in 1273, 
and he did not even dream of reviving imperial authority. 

During the Great Interregnum, from 1254 to 1273, the German princes 
continued their work of building up small, independent states. Some 
were successful and created principalities which could bear comparison 
with the Western monarchies; others could not hold their lands to- 
gether and allowed lesser lords to become independent in their turn. One 
may say that feudalism had at last triumphed in Germany if one remem- 
bers that the feudalism of the thirteenth century was very different from 
that of the tenth. Feudalism still meant localism and the confusion of 
public office with private property, but it no longer meant a semi- 
permanent state of war with government reduced to bare essentials. 
Thirteenth century feudalism was compatible with written laws, well- 
developed legal and administrative systems, and considerable respect 
for peace and security. Germany had failed to secure unity, but it was 
not therefore in a state of anarchy. Rather, all the political energy and 
ability of the Germans was devoted to the development of their local 
governments. The old German 3 ' of the Rhine was so badly split up by 
ecclesiastical principalities that no strong government could arise there, 
but in Bavaria and the new Germany of the East powerful, well-organ- 
ized states were created. The western cities took advantage of the weak- 
ness of their lords to gain independence and to organize leagues which 
frequently held the balance of power in that region. The Teutonic 
Knights carried on the old tradition of expansion to the East by con- 
quering and colonizing Prussia. Germany was not to play a heroic role 
again in European history until the sixteenth century, but it suffered 
no more from war than did France or England during the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries and it w'as probably as well governed. 

In Italy Frederick's illegitimate son Manfred seized the throne of 
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Sicily, in spite of the claims of his half-brother Conrad. He was very like 
Frederick in many ways and was therefore especially detested by the 
popes. They tried one scheme after another to get rid of him, but he 
defended himself skilfully and even gained a foothold in north Italy. 
Finally, the pope called in Charles of Anjou, brother of the king of 
France. Charles, with a crusading army, defeated and killed Manfred 
in 1266 and became king of Sicily. Two years later, Conradin, the young 
son of Conrad IV, entered Italy with a small army to claim his heritage. 
The boy gained some support in the peninsula, but was decisively de- 
feated by Charles of Anjou after a hard battle. Captured while fleeing 
from the field, he was condemned to death and perished on the scaffold 
at Naples. The execution seemed unnecessarily cruel to many people at 
the time, and the pope was blamed for not preventing it. Whatever the 
effect on public opinion, the papacy had gained its political objectives. 
The last male Hohenstaufen was dead ; the union of Sicily and the Em- 
pire was dissolved ; no future emperor could threaten a pope. The papacy 
was at last free from the danger which had been threatening it since the 
time of Gregory VII. It remained to be seen what it could do with its 
victory. 

4. The Later Crusades 

The failure of the Third Crusade had dampened Europe’s enthusiasm 
for Eastern adventure, but the Church was not ready to abandon the 
idea of rescuing Jerusalem for a second time from the hands of the in- 
fidel. Innocent III, with his usual energy, began planning a crusade al- 
most as soon as he became pope, even though conditions were unfavor- 
able for the venture. France and England were absorbed in the struggle 
for the Angevin fiefs, while the Guelf-Hohenstaufen feud meant that 
there was no generally recognized emperor in Germany. Thus none of 
the great monarchs of Europe was available for a crusade and most of 
their subjects were too interested in local diplomatic and military con- 
flicts to pay much attention to the Holy Land. However, in 1201 some 
powerful French lords and one Italian marquis were persuaded to take 
the cross. They decided to avoid the dangerous land route and travel 
by sea, so they sent messengers to the Italian cities to make terms for 
transportation. The messengers finally made a bargain with Venice on 
fairly reasonable terms. Venice was to supply the necessary vessels and 
provisions for a year, on the payment of four marks for each horse and 
two marks for each man.^ In addition, the Venetians were to furnish 

' A French scholar estimated the value of the mark at about fifty-two francs, 
at a lime when the franc was worth nineteen cents. This would mean that each 
man was to be provided with transportation and food for a year for about twenty 
dollars. Of course this is entirely misleading, and is an example of the difficulty 
of reducing any medieval sum to a modem equivalent. 
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ships and troops of their own and they were to receive one half of all 
conquests made. All this was fair enough, but the messengers had dis- 
played the usual medieval optimism about figures and had grossly over- 
estimated the size of the crusading army. The Venetians prepared their 
fleet on the basis of this estimate, and as a result, when the crusading 
leaders reached the city in 1202, they were faced with a staggering bill 
for accommodations which they could not use. The crusaders who had 
come to Venice could not supply enough money to pay the bill and it 
was evident that the crusade was dead unless some new bargain could 
be made. 

As it happened, the Venetians saw a possibility of using the expedition 
for their own purposes. There was a convenient ambiguity in the terms 
of the contract, since Venice had merely promised to carry the crusaders 
outre-mer — beyond the sea. The host of pilgrims undoubtedly thought 
that this meant Palestine ; the leaders had probably intended an attack 
on the ruler of Egypt, who held the Holy Land at this time ; but other 
destinations were equally possible. One contemporary chronicler states 
that the Venetians had made a treaty with the sultan of Egypt and had 
promised, in return for commercial privileges, that they would not carry 
crusaders to his land. There is some evidence that this story is true ; at 
any rate the Venetians twice diverted the crusade from Moslem lands. 
Their first proposal was that the crusaders should cancel their debt by 
capturing the Christian city of Zara. This seaport, situated across the 
Adriatic from Venice, was a thriving commercial center, and the Vene- 
tians wanted to end its competition. The leaders agreed to the proposal, 
but kept the matter secret from the mass of the army. The latter, think- 
ing they were at last starting for the Holy Land, made great bonfires 
and were very joyful. 

After some weeks of indecisive movements^ the crusaders reached 
Zara. The army was shocked when it learned that it was to attack a 
Christian city, and many soldiers refused to fight. Innocent III, warned 
of the diversion, ordered the crusaders not to war against Christians. 
In spite of these obstacles the leaders succeeded in inducing a sufficient 
number of their men to act with the Venetians, and the city was captured 
without much difficulty. Since it was then late in the fall the Venetians 
refused to proceed further during the stormy season, and the crusaders 
wintered at Zara. 

When spring came there were fresh plots on the part of the leaders 
and the Venetians. Apparently the mass of the army did not know the 

^ The reason for the long delay in reaching Zara has never been fully explained. 
It is possible that the attack on Constantinople was already being planned, and 
that the time was spent in negotiations with young Alexius, son of a deposed 
emperor. 
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exact terms of the contract and thought that the Venetians had agreed 
to supply food for only nine months. Since this period was virtually over 
it was easy to argue that new arrangements must be made. The Venetians 
suggested that Greece would be a wonderful base for a crusade, if they 
could find an excuse for occupying it. Then the Italian marquis of ilont- 
ferrat proposed that the crusaders make an alliance with the Byzantine 
Prince .Alexius who was seeking help for his deposed father. .Alexius was 
close at hand and an agreement was soon made. The crusaders were to 
aid him and his father to recover the throne of the Eastern Empire. In 
return he promised to bring the Greek Church under the obedience of the 
pope, to give the crusaders money, provisions, and men for the conquest 
of Egypt, and to maintain five hundred knights in Palestine as long as he 
lived. These terms were enticing, not only to the leaders, but also to many 
in the army. Since the time of the First Crusade the Westerners had suf- 
fered from the indifference, and at times the hostility of Constantinople. 
To change this for active support would greatly improve their chances 
for success. .As for the Venetians, it was clear that an emperor whom 
they had made would give them a practical monopoly of the commerce 
of Constantinople. Therefore most of the crusaders accepted the new 
arrangement, though a few who wanted to fulfil the letter of their vows 
separated from the army and went directly to Palestine. 

The crusaders set sail for Constantinople and found the population 
so divided by factional struggles that the city was captured without 
much trouble. .Alexius and his father were placed on the throne, but 
their position was not very secure and'they did not dare press their people 
for money. This made it impossible for them to fulfil their promises to 
the crusaders and bad feeling soon arose between the former allies. 
When repeated requests failed to produce any money, the crusaders laid 
siege to Constantinople, and after great hardships finally succeeded in 
getting a foothold on the supposedly impregnable walls. This ended the 
resistance of the city and the crusaders sacked it pitilessly. Parts of the 
town were burned ; priceless treasures of art were broken in pieces ; gold 
and silver and relics were stolen and divided among the hosts. Indescrib- 
able orgies accompanied the sack, and the scene of the worst was the 
great church of Santa Sophia. 

Innocent III had repeatedly commanded the crusaders not to attack 
Constantinople and had placed the Venetians under excommunication 
for their misdeeds. Some men had left the army because of his exhorta- 
tions, but he had not been able to influence the leaders. He was also 
indignant over the sack of Constantinople and denounced the conduct 
of the crusaders in scathing terms. Nevertheless, once the city had been 
captured, he acquiesced in the accomplished fact and ordered the cru- 
saders to stay at Constantinople for a year in order to consolidate their 
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conquest. Innocent seems to have been affected by the same arguments 
which had moved the crusaders earlier, the advantage of a base in the 
East and the hope of ending the schism with the Greeks. 

With their position thus regularized, the crusaders were able to carry 
out the arrangements for dividing the spoils which they had made before 
the city fell. An emperor, elected by a commission of the army, was to 
receive one-fourth of the empire, three-eighths was to go to Venice, and 
the rest was to be divided among the other leaders of the crusade. Count 
Baldwin of Flanders was elected emperor, and a Venetian became pa- 
triarch of Constantinople. A subordinate kingdom was created for the 
Marquis Boniface, and other leaders received duchies and counties of 
varying extent. 

The Latin Empire of Constantinople, created by the Fourth Crusade, 
was always weak. The Greeks succeeded in establishing independent 
states in Asia Minor and on the Adriatic, while the Bulgars seized ter- 
ritories to the north of Constantinople. The Empire lasted only a little 
more than half a century, collapsing in 1261, when the ruler of one of the 
rival Greek states succeeded in capturing Constantinople. The whole 
episode did great damage to the Christian cause in the East. The revived 
Byzantine Empire never recovered its strength after 1261 and was un- 
able to hold back the Moslems as it had once done. Adventurous west- 
erners w'ere attracted to Constantinople for a half century and few went 
to fight in the Holy Land. The Greeks became even more bitter toward 
the Roman Church, which had sanctioned the conquest, and the hope 
of ending the schism proved vain. Only Venice profited in the long run. 
She received, as her share of the Empire, islands and coastal towns and 
thanks to her sea-power she was able to retain these for many years. 

Innocent III was always eager for a new crusade. His preachers went 
through the West urging people to take the cross, but had little success. 
Finally, in 1212, a curious movement began which is indicative of the 
state of feeling at that time. .A large number of children gathered to- 
gether both in Germany and France, under the leadership of mere boys, 
saying that they were going to Jerusalem. They took as their motto, 
“Out of the mouths of babes and sucklings hast thou ordained strength, 
O Lord,” and declared that they would recover the Holy Land without 
fighting. The band of French children wandered about in northern 
France and received a good deal of popular support. The king, however, 
was worried and consulted the doctors of the University of Paris. They 
told him that the movement was unwise and he commanded the children 
to return home. They did so, and the Children’s Crusade in France came 
to an end. 

In Germany, however, some twenty thousand children gathered under 
the leadership of a boy named Nicholas and set out on their march. The 
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band was composed of boys and girls of every rank in society, with some 
evil men and women who joined the host in order to prey on the chil- 
dren. They marched up the Rhine, across the Alps, and down into Italy. 
On their way they suffered severely from the heat but were well treated 
by the people. They believed that the heat and drought were a sign that 
the Lord would dry up the Mediterranean so that they could pass it dry- 
shod, as the children of Israel had crossed the Red Sea. When they 
reached Genoa the band was estimated at about seven thousand, and 
the local authorities at first refused to let them enter the town. Finally 
permission was granted them to remain a single night. As the sea did 
not open before them the children separated to seek a passage elsewhere. 
Some went through Italy as far as Brindisi, and there the bishop per- 
suaded them to return home. Others went to Marseilles and were sold 
into slavery by some merchants of the city. Many were unable to return 
home and were forced to stay in Italy. The episode shows that faith in 
the crusading cause was still strong among the people, even if rulers 
were becoming a little sceptical. 

It would have been comparatively easy for the Christians to re- 
cover Jerusalem during the early years of the thirteenth century. 
Saladin died soon after the Third Crusade, and civil war ensued among 
his numerous heirs. The sultans of Egypt, who were the nominal rulers 
of the Holy Land, were threatened not only by rival rulers, but by plots 
of their own generals. However, the Christians who remained in the 
Holy Land were mainly of the merchant class and were more interested 
in commerce than in fighting. They lived on fairly good terms with the 
Mohammedans and preferred not to have their trade disturbed by war. 
Expeditions from the West during this period were either badly led or 
had insufficient manpower to take advantage of Moslem weakness. The 
Fifth Crusade succeeded in capturing the important Egyptian port of 
Damietta, but proceeded no farther, due to quarrels among the leaders. 
Frederick II recovered the Holy City by treaty, but the nobles of the 
kingdom of Jerusalem resented his attempt to strengthen the monarchy 
and wasted their strength in a rebellion against him instead of consoli- 
dating their position against the Moslems. As a result, the Mohammed- 
ans reoccupied Jerusalem without difficulty in 1244 and began to push 
against the strip of seacoast which the Christians still held. 

The Sixth Crusade, led by Louis IX of France, was the last expedition 
which had any chance of success. Egypt was still weak, and Louis took 
Damietta easily. He planned an attack on Cairo, but showed remarkably 
bad judgment in his choice of a route and soon had his army hopelessly 
entangled in the streams and canals of the Nile delta. The Egyptians 
cut the Christian forces to pieces and captured the king and many nobles. 
The prisoners were freed in return for a large ransom and the surrender 
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of Daniietta, and Louis courageously proceeded to Palestine instead of 
returning home. He strengthened the coastal fortifications and regained 
a little land for the kingdom of Jerusalem, but he was unable to recap- 
ture the Holy City. 

By the time of the Seventh Crusade (1270) IMongol conquests had 
forced the ^Moslems of the Near East to unite and the Christian position 
was almost hopeless. What chance was left was thrown away by Louis 
IX, who again led a French army into disaster. He was persuaded to 
make a futile attack on Tunis by his brother Charles, who had just con- 
quered the kingdom of Sicily. Obviously it would have been to Charles’ 
advantage to gain control of Tunis, just across the straits from his king- 
dom, but it is hard to see how even a successful attack would have aided 
the Holy Land. As it was, the host was stricken by disease. King Louis 
died, and the army returned home. Meanwhile Prince Edward of Eng- 
land had led a force to Palestine, which was too small to do anything 
but postpone the loss of the seacoast for a few years. The Moslems 
pressed in steadily after his departure, and the last Christian possession 
in Palestine was lost in 1291. 

It is evident that the crusades of the thirteenth century were less 
under papal control than the earlier ones had been. Yet the leadership 
of the papacy was still strengthened by the preaching of a crusade. It 
enabled the popes to stress their position as heads of Christendom and 
to consolidate their authority over the Church. They could intervene 
in wars and diplomatic negotiations in order to secure the cooperation 
of European rulers. They could tax the clergy heavily for a crusade and 
in collecting the taxes they built up an effective and highly centralized 
financial administration. There was evidence, however, that crusading 
propaganda was losing its effectiveness. Rulers became less and less 
willing to drop their private quarrels in the interest of Christendom, and 
the clergy protested bitterly against crusading taxes and against the 
papal bureaucracy which had been created to collect them. This grow- 
ing lukewarmness to the old ideal may be explained by several factors. 
The ill-success of all the thirteenth century e.xpeditions to the East dis- 
couraged many men. Respect for the crusading ideal was lessened when 
it was used as a political weapon against European opponents of the 
papacy such as Frederick II. Most important of all was the fact that 
the people of Europe were reacting less and less vigorously to religious 
stimuli. They were losing interest in the concept of a united Christendom 
and were becoming absorbed in local, secular activities. 

There had been no great enthusiasm for the Seventh Crusade, even 
in France, the old center of crusading zeal. The pious lord of Joinville, 
who had fought bravely in the Sixth Crusade, refused to take part in the 
new expedition and wrote that it w'as a sin for the king to neglect his 
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duties as ruler of France by engaging in such a foolish enterprise. This 
feeling was widespread in Europe and the Seventh Crusade proved to 
be the last great militarj' expedition to the East. 

The popes still urged the recovery of the Holy Land, and the Western 
monarchs still talked of taking the cross, but something always turned 
up to keep them from leaving their own countries. Small parties of 
nobles occasionally went off to fight the Turks, but these expeditions 
had little importance and less success. The crusading idea no longer 
moved the people of Europe as a whole. The idea of an army of Chris- 
tendom, fighting under papal leadership, was dead. The interests of the 
separate states were now more important than the interests of the whole 
Christian community. The decline of the crusading movement is an 
indication of the decline of the influence of the Church. 

While the later crusades were uniformly unsuccessful, they aided in 
multiplying contacts with the East during the thirteenth century. The 
Christians retained ports in Syria until 1291, and the Italian cities drew 
many of their commodities from the kingdom of Jerusalem. Thousands 
of men took part in Eastern expeditions, and on their return they con- 
tinued the process of familiarizing Europe with the products of the 
Orient. The crusades stimulated the development of Mediterranean com- 
merce in many ways. .-Almost all thirteenth century crusaders took the 
sea-route to Palestine and larger vessels had to be constructed to carry 
them, their horses, and their provisions, h regular tourist trade developed 
and vessels made two trips a year with pilgrims, one for those who de- 
sired to keep Easter at Jerusalem and a second for people who wished 
to celebrate Christmas in the Holy Land. The vessels which carried the 
pilgrims returned with cargoes of Eastern products, and since the pas- 
sengers paid a large part of the cost of the voyage, the charges for trans- 
porting freight were considerably reduced. M the same time the need 
for sending money to crusaders in the East hastened the development 
of primitive banking methods. Instead of shipping specie, a deposit 
would be made with a banker in the West and he would instruct his 
agent in the East to pay an equivalent sum to the crusader who had 
asked for money. Rulers who went on crusades often borrowed large 
sums in anticipation of taxes and nobles mortgaged their lands to raise 
money for a crusade. The Templars engaged in all these operations but 
there was so much business that societies of Italian merchants also be- 
came important as bankers for the crusades. 

Other specific results of the crusades are less important. The demand 
for Eastern textiles was so great that some European cities began to 
make Saracen rugs and other imitation Oriental products. Sicily became 
important as a silk manufacturing center, and from Sicily the industry 
spread to other regions in Italy. The Italian cities borrowed the cross- 
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bow from the East and it soon became the most important infantry 
weapon in Western armies. The terms and techniques of heraldry were 
worked out in the crusading states and the Western nobles seem to have 
acquired the habit of wearing beards from contact with Greeks and 
Moslems. The first windmills appeared in the West in the early years 
of the thirteenth century and soon became an important source of power. 
They were undoubtedly copied from Eastern models. In general, how- 
ever, the crusades merely stimulated activities which had already begun, 
and it is impossible to say that their influence was decisive in any im- 
portant development. They were part of the pattern of European life 
in the thirteenth century, but they were not the dominant factor in 
determining that pattern. 

5. The Expansion of Christian Europe 

The crusades were only one form of the reaction of Europe against 
the non-Christian peoples who ringed it. During the twelfth and thir- 
teenth centuries the Moslems lost most of their possessions in the Span- 
ish peninsula, most of the heathen peoples in Europe proper were con- 
verted or exterminated, and Christian missionaries penetrated the Mid- 
dle and Far East. The number of Christian kingdoms was increased and 
the political system of Europe was correspondingly complicated. 

The most important of these activities was the reconquest of Spain. 
The Ommiad caliphate in the peninsula ‘ had never been very strong, 
and the Moslem rulers had been troubled by struggles of different fac- 
tions among their subjects. The Arab aristocracy and the Berber army 
were usually at odds with each other ; the “Slav” bodyguard, which in- 
cluded Slavs, Franks, Lombards and others, engaged in frequent palace 
revolutions ; and the conquered Christians were always a possible source 
of danger. During the tenth century there had been a period of good 
government, but when Almansor, the able prime minister, died in 1002, 
the Ommiads soon lost their power. In place of one caliphate a score of 
independent governments were set up in ^loslem Spain, and this facil- 
itated the expansion of the Christian states. 

At the time of the Arab conquest the whole peninsula had been sub- 
dued, except for a small, mountainous tract in the northwest. According 
to an Arab legend, nothing remained unconquered except a steep moun- 
tain on which “Old Pelayo” had taken refuge with thirty men and ten 
women. “Would to God that the Moslems had then extinguished the 
sparks of fire which were fated to consume all the dominions of Islam 
in those lands.” Gradually the hardy mountaineers were reinforced and 
began to make raids, occasionally capturing a town or village. The king- 

* See p. 138. 
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doms of Leon and Navarre were formed in the mountains of the north. 
Castile was at first merely the frontier county of Leon, defended by the 
castles from which it took its name. As the conquests extended south- 
ward the name Castile marched with them. In the northeast was the 
county of Barcelona, an outgrowth of Charlemagne’s Spanish March, 
which had become independent because the later Carolingians were too 
weak to protect it. At the beginning of the eleventh century these states 
were confined to a narrow strip of territory in the North, and the Mos- 
lems held all the rest of Spain. 

At first Navarre was the strongest of the Christian states, but its able 
ruler, Sancho the Great (970-103S), used his position to annex the other 
Christian territories rather than to wage war on the Moslems. At his 
death he divided his empire among his sons, one receiving Navarre, a 
second Castile which was now made into a kingdom, and a third the 
territory which was later to be Aragon. For a time the Christians carried 
on Sancho’s tradition of fighting each other, but Alfonso VI (1073- 
1109), king of Leon and Castile, realized the opportunities afforded by 
the break-up of the Ommiad caliphate. He took advantage of disputes 
among the enemy and frequently allied himself with Moslem rulers. 
These tactics enabled the Christians to make rapid conquests and they 
soon held Madrid and Toledo. Toledo was the religious center of the 
Spanish Moslems, and they were so moved by its loss in lOSS that they 
decided to call to their aid their fellows in Africa. 

There a fanatical sect controlled by Berbers from the Sahara had set 
up a hew dynasty, generally known as the Almoravides. Their leader, 
Yusuf, landed in Spain in 1086 and routed the Castilians in a single 
battle. He was hailed as “Emir of Andalous” — ruler of Moslem Spain. 
Fortunately for the Christian cause, he was soon engaged in strife with 
other Moslem rulers, who considered Yusuf and his followers half-savage 
religious bigots. The Spanish Mohammedans had never allowed the 
precepts of the Prophet to interfere with their enjoyment of life, and 
they were shocked by the puritanical zeal of the Almoravides. The Chris- 
tians profited by these divisions among their enemies to make further 
conquests, including Lisbon, but their success was only temporary. Yusuf 
succeeded in overcoming his Moslem opponents and then won back most 
of the strongholds which the Christians had taken. He secured the sup- 
port of the common people by remitting most of the taxes. Moslem power 
in Spain seemed fully restored during his reign. 

After Yusuf’s death in 1106 his followers became demoralized. They 
oppressed the people in order to obtain money for luxurious living and 
lost much of their fighting ability. They retained enough of their reli- 
gious zeal to anger their Christian subjects by their intolerance, but 
they were not sufficiently puritanical to retain the support of the Berbers 
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of Africa. A new reforming sect, led by mountaineers from the Atlas, 
threatened their possessions across the straits and cut off their supply 
of troops from Africa. Under these conditions the Christians found it 
easy to resume their raids. They penetrated far into Moslem territories, 
destroying crops and fruit trees, burning villages, and carrying the peo- 
ple away to be sold as slaves. The lands (Castile and Andalusia) over 
which they fought for generations became impoverished and much of 
Spain never recovered from these raids. 

The most noted of all the Christian warriors was a Castilian noble, 
Rodrigo Diaz of Bivar. By his exploits while still a youth he won the 
title of campeador or challenger ; that is, one who at the beginning of a 
battle challenges an opponent to single combat. Exiled, he became the 
leader of a band of freebooters, fighting indiscriminately in the service 
of Christian or infidel, and plundering mosques or churches with equal 
indifference in order to obtain booty to satisfy his mixed band of Chris- 
tian and Moslem warriors. The name by which he is best known, the 
Cid or master, is one which his Moorish followers gave him. The Span- 
iards have made him their national hero, and some have suggested his 
canonization as a saint. He has been represented as the champion of the 
Christian faith and as an exemplar of all the Christian virtues. The real 
Cid was a brave, ruthless leader, who fought for his own advantage and 
only incidentally aided the Christians to acquire new territory. His 
greatest exploit was the capture of Valencia, which was accompanied 
by much brutality. His lady was a worthy mate for such a warrior. She 
defended Valencia for two years after the death of the Cid in 1099, and 
departed in triumph with the body of her lord. Their deeds are told in 
the Chronicle of the Cid, which was translated into English by Southey. 

It has been said that the Spaniards lived in a perpetual crusade. This 
is true in a certain sense, but the career of the Cid shows that it should 
not be taken too literally. Christian nobles and even Christian kings 
made alliances with the Moslems and fought each other as cheerfully as 
they did the infidel. However, when there was a war with the Moham- 
medans, it had all the prestige of a crusade, and many foreigners, espe- 
cially Frenchmen, came to fight in Spain. The frontier county of Portu- 
gal, which became a kingdom in 1143, profited especially from the aid 
of crusaders. Many northerners stopped there on the way to the Holy 
Land, and Lisbon was reconquered with the aid of the English in 1147. 
The other Christian kingdoms received less help from crusaders during 
the twelfth century. 

A new threat from the Mohammedans came when the sect of the 
Almohades began to gain power. These hardy mountaineers from the 
Atlas conquered the Almoravides, first in Africa, and then, in the middle 
of the twelfth century, in Spain. They defeated the Christians and 
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checked their advance. For sixty years they ruled Moslem Spain from 
their headquarters in Africa. Then Innocent III succeeded in uniting 
all the Christian monarchs of Spain, with the exception of the king of 
Leon. He also induced many crusaders from other lands to join the 
Spaniards. In 1212 the united Christian forces met the Almohades at 
Las Navas de Tolosa and won a victory that decided the fate of the 
Moors. “After that fatal day the empire of the Saracens in Spain weak- 
ened constantly, and they no longer had any success.” The Christians 
pushed on, and a half-century later the Moors held only the little king- 
dom of Granada in the extreme South. 

Granada became very thickly populated, wealthy, and prosperous, as 
the Moors flocked thither from lands conquered by the Christians. The 
king of Castile forced the ruler of Granada to pay tribute, but the Chris- 
tians were too busy at home to attempt to conquer the last Moorish 
stronghold. The great tracts of lands seized from the Moors had to be 
settled, governments had to be reorganized to deal with the problems 
of larger territories, and the civilization of the rest of Europe had to be 
absorbed. Gothic cathedrals were built, universities were founded, and 
a vernacular literature was developed. Barcelona became a great Medi- 
terranean port, rivaling the Italian cities, and the growth of trade had 
its usual upsetting influence on old traditions. 

The most difficult problem was that of creating strong governments. 
The nobles were proud and independent, holding allegiance to their 
kings very lightly. They could disown a king at any time by a simple 
notice and transfer their services to a rival monarch. The clergy were 
probably more pow'erful than in any other country. During the recon- 
quest they had received enormous estates and many privileges. Many 
cities had been founded as military colonies on the frontier and had been 
given great privileges, or jueros, which conferred an unusual degree of 
independence. The growth of trade made the towns even more powerful, 
and they formed leagues, or hermandadas, which defended their rights 
against all aggressors, even their kings. The growth of royal power in 
each realm was slow and was not completed in the thirteenth century. 
It was hindered by the ambition of some of the monarchs to play a role 
in European politics. As we have seen, Alfonso X of Castile, called the 
“Wise,” had himself elected emperor of the Holy Roman Empire during 
the Great Interregnum. The rulers of Aragon had inherited the county 
of Barcelona, and this led them to seek territories to the eastward, along 
the routes of trade. They conquered the Balearic Islands, and Peter 111 
of Aragon married the daughter of Manfred of Sicily, thus securing a 
claim to his realm. When the inhabitants of the island revolted against 
the stern rule of Charles of Anjou in 1282, they turned for aid to Aragon, 
and an p-ince eventually became ruler ol Sicily Th,.*se diver- 
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sions, however, were not as fatal to the Spanish kingdoms as interest in 
Italy had been to the German realm. Royal power increased, in spite of 
temporary set-backs, and b}' 1300 the position of a king of Aragon or 
Castile was not greatly inferior to that of a king of France. 

Outside of Spain, the only non-Christian inhabitants of Europe were 
to be found in the extreme North and Northeast. The Danes, because 
of their close association with the Germans, had been partially Chris- 
tianized before the eleventh century, but as late as the reign of Canute 
the Great, half of the people were still pagan. The complete conversion 
of Denmark was accomplished only in the latter half of the eleventh 
century. The Christianizing of Norway was due mainly to King Olaf 
(10IS-I028) who, killed in 1030 in an attempt to win back his kingdom 
from Canute, became the national saint. The faith was introduced at the 
same time in Sweden, but was not fully established there until the middle 
of the twelfth century. 

The introduction of Christianitj' among the Scandinavians was not 
accomplished easily because it upset the customs of the people. It inter- 
fered with tlieir freedom of marriage ; it condemned the eating of horse- 
flesh, their favorite food. The Northmen objected to fasting, doing pen- 
ance, and paying tithes, and a strong pagan party existed in Sweden and 
Norway which opposed the kings and the Church. The pagan opposition 
reinforced the old dislike of monarchical authority and civil wars were 
frequent in both countries. Pagan customs gradually disappeared, but 
neither Sweden nor Norway was a strong kingdom in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries. Denmark had been more powerful during the 
twelfth century and had conquered much Slavic land along the Baltic, 
often in association with the Germans. Philip Augustus’ marriage to a 
Danish princess shows the prestige which Denmark and her fleet en- 
joyed at this time. In the thirteenth century, however, the Germans 
seized most of the Slavic lands which Denmark had subdued, and Den- 
mark ceased to be a powerful state. 

The more important Slavic peoples had been Christianized before 
1100. The Russians had accepted the Greek Orthodox faith, while the 
Poles, Czechs, and Slovaks had become Roman Catholics. The pagan 
tribes in the Elbe and Oder valleys and along the Baltic coast were sub- 
dued by the Germans in the tw'elfth and thirteenth centuries. Those who 
were not massacred accepted Christianity, but they soon lost their 
national identity. The Teutonic Knights and the Knights of the Sword 
finished the work of conversion by conquering the Prussians and the 
Letts, while the Lithuanians accepted Christianity in the fourteenth 
century. Thus all of eastern Europe became Christian. It lagged far 
behind the West, however, in civilization, and especially in political 
organization. There was no strong state to the east of the German fron- 
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tier, and the boundaries between the different peoples shifted with amaz- 
ing rapidity. 

Poland had been at one time the most powerful Slavic state. It ac- 
cepted Christianity in 96S and, during the next half-century, conquered 
Bohemia, Silesia, Pomerania and part of Russia. Its political institu- 
tions were too weak, however, to hold such an empire. There was no fixed 
rule of succession, and disappointed claimants to the throne could al- 
ways count on German aid in starting rebellions. The lay nobles were 
very independent and worked only for themselves. The clergy had won 
great wealth and authority and strove to free the Church entirely from 
royal control. Poland gradually lost most of its conquests and was left 
shut off from the seacoast, without any natural boundaries to protect the 
country. By the thirteenth century the country had become divided, and 
the conflicting ambitions of the rulers of the several parts made good 
government impossible. Even the grow'th of trade and industry helped 
the Poles very little, for all commerce was in the hands of foreigners, 
who were granted special privileges without any compensating duties. 
German artisans entered the country in great numbers and formed im- 
portant colonies. An even stronger German influence was introduced 
when Polish rulers invited the Teutonic Knights to protect them from 
the heathen Prussians. The order was given wide territories and a prac- 
tically independent status and occupied most of the Baltic coast. It 
has been well said that in the thirteenth century there was a Polish 
people, but no Polish nation. 

Bohemia was converted to Christianity early in the tenth century. 
After throwing off Polish domination in the eleventh century it became, 
in turn, the leading Slav power in the West. German influence was even 
stronger in Bohemia than in Poland, since the first king of Bohemia 
obtained his title from Henry IV in 1086, and his successors usually 
acknowledged the overlordship of the emperor. If the Czech ruler be- 
came too independent, the Germans could always bring him to terms 
by supporting a rival candidate to the throne. In the twelfth century 
Bohemia welcomed German colonists, and began to copy the more ad- 
vanced German civilization. By the thirteenth century Bohemia was 
an advanced and powerful state. The right of primogeniture was estab- 
lished and dangerous disputes over the succession were thus avoided. 
The kings invited a new and larger group of German immigrants who 
developed the mineral resources of the country and built up its com- 
merce. At the same time the native monarchs very shrewdly exploited 
the troubled conditions in Germany. They aided the popes against the 
Hohenstaufen and during the interregnum annexed large territories to 
the south. In 1273 Bohemia’s territory extended to the Adriatic and all 
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eastern Germany looked to her for protection. This marked the height 
of Bohemian power. Five years later she was crushed by a combined 
attack from the IMagj'ars and the newdy elected emperor Rudolph of 
Habsburg. All the conquests were lost, and while the original kingdom 
remained intact, it soon came under foreign domination. The native 
dynasty died out and was replaced by the house of Luxembourg, from 
the western frontier of Germany. Under its rule Bohemia became even 
more Germanized and was deeply involved in the troubled politics of 
the Empire. 

The Hungarians accepted Christianity about the year 1000, under 
the leadership of King Stephen. He laid the foundations for a strong 
monarchy, but his immediate successors were not able to continue his 
work. The emperor Henry III forced the ruler of Hungary to acknowl- 
edge his overlordship, but the investiture struggle freed the country for 
a time from German interference. Two strong kings, ruling from 1077 
to 1114, greatly increased Hungarian power. They annexed Croatia, 
Dalmatia, and part of Galicia, and gained complete control over Transyl- 
vania, which had been only partially subject to their predecessors. The 
Magyar government of the twelfth century was remarkably strong for 
the period and gained the admiration of the Germans. Otto of Freising 
has a remarkable passage in which he describes the country as a para- 
dise, even though the people were short, ugly, barbarous, and ferocious 
in manners and speech. 

All obey the prince so well [he says] that in all the seventy or more 
counties two-thirds of all judicial fines are paid into his treasury. . . . The 
king’s will alone is held by all to be right. . . . When he summons them to 
war, no one dares to remain at home unless absolutely obliged to, 

Otto was evidently contrasting conditions in Hungary and Germany 
— not to the advantage of the latter country. 

Even while Otto was writing, the situation in Hungary was changing. 
After 1114 the kings were less able and wasted the resources of the 
country in unsuccessful wars. They allowed the great lay and ecclesiasti- 
cal nobles to usurp royal power and finally agreed that all offices held 
from the crown should be hereditary. This aroused the lesser nobles, who 
suffered from the tyranny of the magnates, and in 1222 they compelled 
the king to grant the Golden Bull. This has often been compared to 
Magna Carta which, in two of its clauses, it resembles very closely. Like 
Magna Carta, it attempted to define the rights of the privileged classes 
and limit the power of the king, but it was never as fully enforced as the 
English document. The breach between the magnates and the petty 
nobles was not healed, and the kings, accused of favoring foreigners 
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unduly, lost much of their power. Disputed successions and civil wars 
were frequent, and by the middle of the thirteenth century Hungary was 
no longer a strong kingdom. 

Thus all along the eastern frontier of Germany stretched a band of 
weak states. They were advancing in civilization, thanks to German 
immigration and the influence of the Church, but they had not yet 
reached the level of the Western peoples. The agricultural populations 
were oppressed, the nobles were powerful and unruly, and the town 
populations, composed largely of foreigners, were interested only in 
their orvn special privileges. The Germans looked down on their eastern 
neighbors and thought of them as proper subjects for economic and 
political exploitation. Obviously neither Poland, Bohemia, nor Hungary 
was strong enough to stop an invasion from the East. 

This would not have been serious had Russia been strong, but Russia 
in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries presented an amazing spectacle 
of political disorganization. The Scandinavian rulers had gradually been 
assimilated by their Slavic subjects and had adopted the Slavic principle 
of dividing the realm among their sons. They tried to guard against the 
evil results of this practice by establishing an elaborate and unworkable 
federal system. The chief city of Kiev was to be held by the head of the 
family, and the other towns were to be divided among the remaining 
princes in order of seniority. When the prince of Kiev died he was to 
be replaced by another one of the elder princes, and the remaining towns 
were to be redistributed. This system, w'hich postponed the rights of 
sons to those of distant relatives, was admirably calculated to produce 
civil war. The suzerainty of Kiev became weaker and weaker, no princi- 
ple of succession was recognized, and every prince seized all the lands he 
could. During the hundred and seventy years which elapsed between 
the death of Yaroslav, the last powerful prince of Kiev, and the first 
appearance of the ^Mongols, it has been calculated that there were sixty- 
four different principalities, two hundred and ninety-three princes or 
pretenders, and eighty-three civil wars. 

In 1169, eleven of the other princes joined in attacking Kiev, which 
they sacked thoroughly, not sparing even the churches. This ended 
whatever unity was left in the Russian federation; for no other princi- 
pality secured the supremacy. Kiev never recovered from the blow, and 
two thirteenth century raids by the nomads almost put an end to its 
existence. The most important Russian town after the fall of Kiev was 
Novgorod in the North, which ruled over wide, but ill-defined territories. 
The town was a republic, and called itself “My Lord Novgorod the 
Great.” The people elected a prince to rule over them and, when they 
wished to, expelled him, but they were too divided by factional strife 
to profit from their independence. They controlled the regions which 
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produced most of the furs used in Europe, but the\' allowed the Germans 
of the Hanseatic League to dominate this important trade. They per- 
mitted the Knights of the Sword to conquer Livonia, their natural out- 
let to the sea. Yet Novgorod was the strongest and most prosperous 
Russian state. Evidently the Russians were in no position to defend 
themselves against a new and powerful enemy. 

Civil war had not been the only cause of Russia’s weakness. The 
nomads of central .-\3ia repeatedly crossed the steppes and occupied the 
shores of the Black Sea, thus cutting off the profitable trade between the 
Russian towns and Constantinople. The Russians succeeded in reopening 
the route several times, but a great invasion in the twelfth century closed 
it permanently. Loss of contact with Constantinople was one reason for 
the fall of Kiev and the increased importance of Novgorod, which traded 
with Germany instead of with the Byzantine Empire. These earlier 
attacks had injured Russia, but had not destroyed its independence. A 
new invasion in the thirteenth century placed Russia under Oriental 
domination and changed the whole history of eastern Europe. 

This new invasion was the result of the formation of the Mongol 
Empire, far in the east of Asia. The growth of Mongol power followed 
the same pattern which we have seen in the growth of other nomad 
empires. The Mongols were neither a very large nor a very powerful 
people, but at the close of the twelfth century they produced a great 
leader. A contemporary Chinese author says that he was “a man of 
gigantic stature, with broad forehead and long beard, and remarkable 
for his bravery.” He fought his way to the leadership of all the Mongol 
tribes, and this concentration of military power forced other nomad 
peoples to accept his authority. In 1206 he assumed the title of Genghis 
Khan, “inflexible emperor,” and soon afterwards be turned his forces 
against the great Chinese Empire. He took Peking in 1216 and then 
started westward to subdue other peoples, leaving his subordinates to 
complete the conquest of China. 

At that time the Charismian Turks had control of all central Asia, 
but they were overcome by Genghis Khan in a single campaign. By 
1225 central Asia, and parts of Afghanistan, Persia, and Caucasia had 
been conquered. In the meantime a detachment of twenty-five thousand 
men, led by two sons of the great Khan, had made one of the largest 
raids in nomad history. Their original assignment was to pursue the 
remnants of the Turkish army, but they kept on to the westward long 
after they had accomplished this mission, probably in order to spy out 
the land. In three years they traversed Persia and .Armenia, crossed the 
Caucasus, defeated a Russian army in the battle of Kalka (1223) near 
the Sea of .Azov, went on to the Dnieper, and then retraced their course. 
Genghis Khan now ruled over an enormous empire, which extended from 
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China to the Caucasus and from the Far North to the Himalayas. Even 
more remarkable than his conquests is the fact that he was able to 
administer these territories effectively and that his authority was un- 
questioned even on the remotest frontier. After his death in 1227 the 
Mongol princes elected one of his descendants to succeed him as Great 
Khan, while the others were given whole countries to rule as subordinate 
princes. This system eventually caused the disintegration of the Mongol 
Empire, but until 1300 it remained a fairly effective political unit. 

For a time the successors of Genghis Khan were busy in Asia, but in 
1236 his grandson Batu began a new invasion of Europe. The Russian 
princes did not unite against the Mongols, and one after another was 
captured. City after city was sacked and the inhabitants were killed or 
carried away into slavery. If a fortified town resisted, the Mongols 
carried out a policy of frightfulness, torturing the inhabitants cruelly 
before they put them to death. When they defeated an army they cut 
off an ear from each dead foeman and filled bags with these trophies. 
The savage and irresistible advance of the Mongols caused almost un- 
believable terror among the people of Europe. Large villages surrendered 
to a single nomad horseman, and unbound prisoners did not even dare 
flee from the executioner’s axe. After Russia had been completely over- 
run the turn of Poland and Hungary came. No effective resistance was 
made in either country and the invaders advanced as far as the Adriatic. 
Only when news of the death of the Great Khan reached Batu did he 
turn back to the East, in order to take part in the election of a new ruler. 

The Mongols abandoned Poland and Hungary after plundering them 
thoroughly, but they retained control of Russia. They settled on the 
steppes and in the lower valley of the Volga and dominated the rest of 
the country from this base. Novgorod was the only important city which 
had not been conquered, and even Novgorod paid tribute. The Mongols 
who occupied southern Russia were known as the Kipchaks or the 
Golden Horde. They did not attempt to administer the rest of the coun- 
try, and they allowed the Russians to keep their land, religion, and laws, 
but they did insist on the payment of a heavy tribute. Mongol officials 
were sent throughout the various principalities to number the inhabit- 
ants so that they could collect the largest possible sums. The tax- 
collectors used torture freely when taxes were not paid promptly, and 
rebellions were put down with the greatest severity. This Mongol domi- 
nation lasted for two centuries, and orientalized Russia in many ways. 
Contact with Europe was difficult, while communication with the East 
was easy. The Russians naturally imitated many customs of their 
conquerors and even intermarried with them in some regions. Thus 
Russia, which had already adopted the semi-Orlental civilization of 
Byzantium, became even more different from western Europe, and all 
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the energetic efforts of modern rulers, from Peter the Great to Stalin, 
have not succeeded in wiping out the difference. 

The llongol invasion did not diminish the extent of Christianity as 
the earlier Arab invasion had done. The Mongols had no highly de- 
veloped religion of their own and were rather tolerant of other faiths. 
Their most dangerous enemies were the Moslems, not the Christians, and 
their first serious defeat was inflicted on them in the 1260’s by a Mo- 
hammedan ruler of Egypt. Consequently, they were at first rather 
favorably inclined to the Christians and welcomed missions sent out 
by the pope. The unification of the vast territories stretching from the 
Dnieper to the Yellow Sea gave missionaries a remarkable opportunity 
to spread the faith, and medieval Christianity reached its widest extent 
while the Mongol Empire was at its height. 

As might have been expected, the mendicant orders were the most 
active in missionary work. Our first good description of the Mongol 
Empire comes from two Franciscan friars, John of Planocarpini and 
William of Rubriquis, who, in 1245 and 1252, traveled to the court of 
the Great Khan. Others followed them to China, and a flourishing Chris- 
tian church was eventually formed there, with an archbishop at Peking. 
Missionaries who took the sea-route to the Far East stopped off in 
India, and established a church there, while the friars were so active in 
Persia that it seemed at one time as if the Mongol rulers of that country 
might accept the Christian faith. Early in the fourteenth century there 
w'as an almost continuous chain of Christian missions stretching from 
Constantinople to Peking. This promising beginning, however, led to 
no permanent results. The w'estern Mongols accepted Islam and blocked 
missionary work in their territories. Travel became more dangerous as 
the Mongol Empire broke up into a mass of quarreling principalities. 
Western Europe suffered from wars, plague, and misgovernment during 
the fourteenth century, and had neither the energy nor the faith neces- 
sary to support distant missions. Like many other activities, the ex- 
pansion of Christianity was arrested during the later middle ages. 


6. Intellectual and Artistic Activities 

During the thirteenth centurj' the Church continued to be the most 
important, and often the only patron of scholars and artists. Lay rulers 
W'ere beginning to show some interest in art and science, but their sup- 
port of these activities was limited and spasmodic. Frederick II, who 
was probably more interested in scholarship than anj' other ruler of his 
age, maintained a group of learned men at his court, but he was unable 
to assure the uninterrupted existence of the University of Naples, which 
he founded. Frederick’s son Manfred and some of the Spanish kings were 
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also supporters of scientists and universities, but the rulers of France, 
England, and Germany did relatively little for the cause of learning. 
Universities and schools, as a whole, remained under the control of the 
Church, and almost all the great scholars of the thirteenth century were 
churchmen. Lay support of artists was perhaps more widespread than 
lay support of scholars. The more powerful Western monarchs were 
now wealthy enough to engage in extensive building operations, and 
such men as Henry III of England and Philip IV of France seem to 
have taken a good deal of pleasure in ordering the construction of great 
palaces, churches, and fortresses. Frederick II encouraged a revival of 
classical style in sculpture, and most kings were interested in jewelry 
and goldsmiths’ work. Nobles, town governments, and even a few 
wealthy merchants Imitated these activities as far as they could, and 
artists were not entirely dependent upon the Church for their commis- 
sions. It was still true, however, that the finest buildings were those 
erected for the Church, that sculptors and painters did very little work for 
laymen, and that religious art set the style for all other work. The Church 
maintained its leadership in intellectual and artistic activity with less 
difficulty than in most other fields. 

The way in which the Church supported, and at the same time con- 
trolled, scholarship is well illustrated by the growth of universities dur- 
ing the thirteenth century. There had been many important centers of 
learning in the twelfth century, but only three, Salerno, Bologna, and 
Paris, had any claim to be universities, and of these Bologna was the 
only one with more than a rudimentary organization. By 1300 there were 
at least fourteen universities, scattered through Italy, Spain, France and 
England, all possessing highly developed institutions and wide privileges. 
The popes encouraged this growth in every possible way. They aided 
the foundation of new universities; they freed universities from the 
control of ordinary church officials; they gave high offices to university 
professors ; they assisted poor students to obtain an education. In return 
they secured almost complete orthodoxy among learned men. The great 
scholars who taught in the universities succeeded in reconciling the new 
knowledge, derived from the Greeks and Arabs, with the doctrines of 
the Church. The faculties of theology watched zealously for signs of 
heresy in books and lectures, and nipped unorthodox speculations in the 
bud. They were often more rigorous than the popes, for their logical 
training enabled them to scent danger in apparently harmless hypothe- 
ses. The few teachers who failed to heed their warnings were suppressed 
before they attracted large followings, and no academic heresy of the 
ihirleenlh century had any widespread success. At the same time Chris- 
tian theology and philosophy were perfected and many obscure points of 
doctrine were settled 
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The history of the University of Paris offers a good example of the 
development of institutions of higher learning during the century. Paris 
had had a gild of masters in the late twelfth century, but this gild, while 
it had considerable influence on the granting of licenses, was still subject 
in many ways to the chancellor of the cathedral. Shortly after 1200 the 
masters began a vigorous drive to obtain complete control of instruction 
at Paris. Innocent III, with his usual good judgment, realized that an 
autonomous organization was necessary and favored the masters in 
several decisions. He acknowledged that they formed a corporation and 
recognized their right to make statutes. The bishop and chancellor tried 
to preserve their supremacy by a series of law-suits, but the long struggle 
was definitely settled in favor of the masters by Gregory IX. In 1231 he 
published a bull which has been well called the Magna Carta of the 
university. The masters w'ere granted the right of making ‘‘constitutions 
and ordinances regulating the manner and time of lectures and disputa- 
tions, the costume to be wmrn, the burial of the dead ; and also concern- 
ing the bachelors, who are to lecture, and at what hours, and on what 
they are to lecture ; and concerning the prices of lodgings or the inter- 
diction of the same ; and concerning a fit punishment for those who vio- 
late your constitutions or ordinances, by exclusion from your society. 
... If the assessment of lodgings is taken from you, or anything else 
is lacking, or an injury or outrageous damage, such as death or the 
mutilation of a limb, is inflicted on one of you, unless through a suitable 
admonition satisfaction is rendered within fifteen days, you may suspend 
your lectures until you have received full satisfaction. And if it happens 
that any one of you is unlawfully imprisoned, unless the injury ceases 
at a remonstrance from you, you may, if you judge it expedient, suspend 
your lectures immediately.” 

This last point deserves emphasis. By it the right of migration was 
recognized ; that is, if the members of the university felt aggrieved they 
could leave the city and establish themselves elsewhere. It was very 
easy for them to move, since the university owmed no buildings, and all 
classes were held in hired rooms. Many new universities were founded 
as the result of migrations. Troubles at Paris in 1229 sent many students 
to Oxford and greatly stimulated the development of a university there. 
Later Oxford, in turn, was to suffer from a similar migration to Cam- 
bridge. Several Italian universities were founded by withdrawals of 
students from Bologna during the thirteenth century. 

The autonomy of the University of Paris w'as recognized by Gregory’s 
decree, but its organization was still rudimentary. It had no head, and 
no permanent officials. These defects were remedied by the growth of the 
curious units known as ‘‘nations.” Scholars from the same region natu- 
rally came together for mutual protection and social pleasures. These 
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groups gradually amalgamated until they formed four large associa- 
tions, “the honorable nation of the Gauls, the venerable nation of the 
Normans, the very faithful nation of the Picards, the very constant na- 
tion of the English.” These “nations” had little connection with existing 
political units. For example, the nation of the English included the Ger- 
mans and other northern Europeans, while the nation of the Gauls in- 
cluded men from all the Mediterranean countries, and even distant Persia 
and Armenia. There is some dispute as to whether the nations admitted 
students as well as masters. Certainly the students in the higher faculties 
of theology, medicine, and law were members, since they were already 
masters of arts, and they, with the masters of arts who were actually 
teaching, dominated the activities of the nations. The nations chose a 
common head, the rector, and contributed to a common treasury, ad- 
ministered by delegates from each group. Technically, the rector repre- 
sented only the masters of arts, but since the other masters were few 
in number they allowed him to represent them as well. Thus the rector 
became recognized as head of the whole university. His powers were 
limited by a short term of office, and by the necessity of consulting the 
masters in all important questions. Other universities had similar institu- 
tions. At Bologna there were more nations than at Paris, and they corre- 
sponded more closely to actual political divisions. The rector at Bologna 
was always a student, since the students controlled the university, but 
he had usually had at least as much education as a Parisian master of 
arts. 

As we have seen, Paris had the three higher faculties of theology, 
medicine, and law, as well as the faculty of arts. This was not true of 
all advanced schools, but it was generally admitted that to rank as a 
university a school must possess at least one of the higher faculties. 
Each faculty had a considerable degree of freedom in regulating its own 
affairs, but in matters of general concern the faculty of arts was domi- 
nant. At first this was merely a result of the greater number of masters 
of arts, but after the middle of the century the faculty tried to find a 
legal basis for its de jacto supremacy. All students who received the 
degree of master of arts had to take an oath to obey the decrees of the 
faculty of arts, no matter what position they might eventually secure. 
Since a man had to be a master of arts before he could become a student 
or teacher of theology, law or medicine, this gave the faculty of arts 
control over most members of the university. Most other universities 
were dominated by their faculties of arts. Bologna, with its great law 
school, was an exception. 

A final development in university organization was the foundation of 
colleges. Thoughtful people had long been shocked by the lack of disci- 
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pline and application among some scholars and by the abject poverty of 
others. Thirteenth century students were just as riotous as their prede- 
cessors, and there were more of them to riot. Each student was supposed 
to have a master who supervised his studies, but this supervision 
amounted to little in practice and most students did as they pleased. 
The great increase in university enrollment made it increasingly difficult 
for poor scholars to support themselves by begging. All these difficulties 
could be met by endowing colleges which would regulate discipline, 
supervise studies, and provide decent food and lodgings. In the latter 
half of the thirteenth century many pious people made large gifts to 
such foundations. The most noted college was the Sorbonne at Paris, 
founded by Robert de Sorbon about 1257 for students in theology. The 
students had a building where they lived and dined, and were under 
the supervision of a master, to whom they recited their lessons. Other 
colleges were soon established at Paris and at the leading universities of 
Europe. They have disappeared on the continent, but Oxford and Cam- 
bridge preserve something of the old system in England. 

By far the largest number of students were enrolled in the faculties 
of arts. In the higher faculties the lucrative studies of law and medicine 
were most popular. The study of Roman law was forbidden at Paris dur- 
ing most of the thirteenth century, in part because the popes feared that 
its popularity would interfere with the teaching of theology, in part 
because the upper classes of northern France feared the influence of 
Roman law on their customs. Canon law, however, was taught at Paris, 
and students of canon law could easily acquire wide, if unofficial knowl- 
edge of Roman law. The thirteenth century was a great age for lawyers, 
and legal training of any sort led to high positions in church and state. 
Some students aspired to the mastery of both Roman and canon law, so 
that they might be qualified for any sort of administrative post ; it is 
significant that the most common honorary degree today is LL.D. or 
J.U.D. — Doctor of Laws or Doctor of Both Laws. Orleans and Mont- 
pellier were probably more important than Paris as centers of legal 
studies, but they in turn were overshadowed by the famous school at 
Bologna. 

The thousands of students who followed courses in law did not all 
aspire to the doctorate. Legal studies were difficult and time-consuming, 
since the bulky codes, and the even more bulky commentaries had to be 
learned by heart from lectures. Many law students were content when 
they had mastered the humble but lucrative study of the ars dictaminis 
or ars notaria. This was a development of the art of rhetoric and origi- 
nally included all forms of letter-writing. Gradually, however, it became 
restricted to the study of business and legal documents and prepared 
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students to act as notaries. There was a great demand for men who could 
draw up legal documents in regions which used Roman law, and Bologna 
was the chief center of this study. 

At the University of Paris the course in medicine usually took five 
and a half to six years. The textbooks were either of Greek or Arabic 
origin, and Galen was the most famous of the authorities. Students were 
expected to hear at least three commentaries on the most important 
books. There was little, if any, dissection of the human body in the 
thirteenth century, and knowledge of human anatomy was gained from 
textbooks, or from the study of the anatomy of animals, especially of 
pigs. “The year 1300 is almost exactly the date for which we have the 
first definite evidence of the making of (human) dissections and the 
gradual development of anatomical investigation by this means in con- 
nection with the Italian universities.” Salerno, the old center of medical 
studies, continued to be important after Frederick 11 incorporated it 
with the University of Naples, which he founded in 1224. A few years 
later Frederick issued a decree regulating the practice of medicine in 
his kingdom of Sicily. The law stated that no student could obtain a 
license to practise medicine unless he had spent three years in general 
training, and three years in specialized study of medicine and surgery. 
This academic training had to be followed by practice under the guid- 
ance of an experienced physician. Finally, the candidate had to present 
a certificate proving that he had studied the anatomy of the human 
body. Montpellier was the most noted medical school north of the Alps, 
but medicine was popular at many other universities because its prac- 
titioners could amass large fortunes. An advocate of the study of the 
liberal arts, w'ho disliked the attention paid to medicine, wrote : “With 
the copper and silver which they receive for their poisons they build 
them fine houses in Paris.” “She (chirurgy) has such bold hands that 
she spares no one from whom she may be able to get money.” This com- 
ment is obviously prejudiced, but it is true that there was little advance 
in medicine during the century. New translations from the Greek and 
Arabic merely added new authorities for ancient errors, and the few 
acute observations of W’estern doctors could not clear away the mass of 
misconceptions. 

The study of science led to no recognized degree, but it remained 
popular with many scholars. The attraction of the new, mysterious 
knowledge from the East was still great, and many men desired “to 
scrutinize the bosom of nature in its innermost recesses.” Strict church- 
men were worried by excessive interest in the sciences, since they were 
often associated with magic and other superstitious practices. Astronomy 
merged with astrology, all chemistry was alchemy, and one of the im- 
portant branches of mathematics was the black art. When Frederick 11 
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attached the famous scholar, Michael Scot, to his court, he was at least 
as interested in Michael’s fame as an astrologer as in his ability to trans- 
late Aristotle’s work on zoology. Even w'hen students of the sciences 
did not engage in these somewhat disreputable activities, many church- 
men felt that they were wasting time which might better be devoted to 
the liberal arts and theology. This, and not fear of heresy, seems to be 
the chief reason why the study of Aristotle’s scientific treatises was for- 
bidden at Paris early in the thirteenth century. The leaders of the Church 
could hardly have believed that scientific studies as such were danger- 
ous, since they allowed all of Aristotle’s works to be taught at the newly 
founded University of Toulouse, in the heart of the Albigensian country. 
Toulouse made the most of its opportunity and tried to attract students 
from Paris by advertising its courses in “natural philosophy.” However, 
as the new knowledge was gradually assimilated by Christian philoso- 
phers and theologians, the opposition to scientific studies, which had 
never been very effective, broke down completely. The dominant philo- 
sophical school of the thirteenth century relied heavily upon Aristotelian 
theories, and knowledge of Aristotle’s chief works became more and more 
necessary as a preliminary to advanced studies. A place was made for 
these books in the liberal arts curriculum, and by 1254 even the Uni- 
versity of Paris prescribed them for candidates for the degree of master 
of arts. 

The actual accomplishments of thirteenth century students of science 
were not very striking. They completed the work of translating Greek 
and Arabic treatises, begun in the twelfth century, and they replaced 
some of the bad early versions with more accurate renderings. Important 
scientific questions were clearly stated and a great effort was made to 
harmonize the answers to those questions which had been given by the 
ancients. But the knowledge thus accumulated was often used for non- 
scientific purposes. At one extreme were the astrologers and “mathe- 
maticians” who tried to foretell the future, cast spells, and raise the 
devil. At the other were the scholars who derived elaborate philosophical 
systems from shaky scientific theories. There were comparatively few 
men who were interested in scientific knowledge as such, and even rarer 
were those who thought that science had any practical value. Another 
weakness was the fact that most thirteenth century scholars were quite 
content with the knowledge which they had received from the East and 
made little effort to add to it. This attitude, understandable in the twelfth 
century, when the all-important task was to absorb the superior knowl- 
edge of the Greeks and the Arabs, may seem surprising in the thirteenth 
century, when the West had, on the whole, caught up with the East. It 
should never be forgotten that most medieval scholars believed that 
science was not a very sure way of arriving at essential truths. Theology 
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and philosophy were much better guides ; they were based on the eternal 
verities and the unerring methods of logic. No doubt it was amusing to 
know a little science, but at its best this knowledge merely confirmed 
truths which had already been demonstrated and at its worst it was 
utterly misleading, for it was based on observation of transitory phe- 
nomena. Theology was the really practical study ; science was only a 
frill. 

The few exceptions to these generalizations usually occurred among 
men who were out of sympathy with the dominant philosophy of the 
period. Frederick TI was interested in the magical side of medieval 
science, but he also enjoyed scientific knowledge for its own sake. He 
even performed some rather crude experiments. For example, he gave 
two criminals a good dinner, allowed one to sleep, made the other exer- 
cise, and then had them killed and cut open to see which had digested 
the food better. His contemporary, the great mathematician, Leonardo 
of Pisa, is usually credited with introducing Arabic numerals into Eu- 
rope, but few scholars used this notation before the sixteenth century. 
Perhaps the most original group of scientists were the English Fran- 
ciscans, led by Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln. These men 
disliked the prevailing philosophy which had been worked out by 
Dominican scholars, and since this philosophy was based on Aristotle, 
they felt that the easiest way to attack it was to prove Aristotle wrong. 
This led them to make a number of interesting experiments, notably in 
the field of optics, which demonstrated Aristotle’s mistakes. The famous 
and much overrated Roger Bacon was a member of this group. Nine- 
teenth century scholars were greatly impressed by his earnest advocacy 
of the experimental method and by his belief, rare at the time, that 
science could have a practical value by teaching men how to construct 
self-moving vehicles and other marvelous machines. But Bacon’s con- 
cept of the experimental method was vague, due perhaps to the fact that 
he performed very few experiments, and he had no idea of how his 
prophecies about automobiles, airplanes, and submarines could be ful- 
filled. He was not even a very good propagandist for the ideas of his 
associates, since he was always quarreling with his superiors and was 
closely confined for many years. His books were not widely read during 
the middle ages and had little influence on later scientific developments. 
Bacon’s associates were probably better experimenters than he was and 
were not handicapped by struggles with ecclesiastical authorities, but 
no one paid much attention to their methods. They had performed their 
experiments to justify a philosophical position, and it was their philoso- 
phy which interested other scholars. As a result, while the English Fran- 
ciscans founded a school of philosophy which had great influence on the 
later middle ages, they did not found modern science. 
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Theology and philosophy were closely associated and may be dis- 
cussed together. It was impossible to study one subject without learning 
the other, and while the philosophical speculations of the theologians 
were not articles of faith, they were based solidly on Christian dogma. 
The few philosophers who accepted principles contradicting Christian 
doctrine were driven from the schools, and the dangerous proposition 
that a statement might be true in philosophy though false in theology 
was not tolerated during the thirteenth century. Theology was the most 
honored study in the curriculum ; it was the “queen of the sciences” and 
all other subjects were its handmaidens. At the same time it was a very 
difficult subject, and even at Paris only a small proportion of the student 
body was enrolled in the faculty of theology. The course at Paris in the 
thirteenth century lasted for eight years, and early in the fourteenth 
century it was extended to fourteen years. Few men received their de- 
grees at the end of the minimum period and a candidate for the doctorate 
had to be at least thirty-five years old. The law degree was somewhat 
easier to acquire, and a reputation as a canon lawyer was more apt to 
lead to advancement in the Church than proficiency in theology. But 
while the number of theologians was small, their influence was great. 
They reconciled reason and faith and prevented the feverish intellectual 
activity of the thirteenth century from being dangerous to the Church. 
They organized all knowledge into a harmonious system based on Chris- 
tian principles. This is the great intellectual achievement of the middle 
ages, and one of the greatest achievements of all time. Scholars have 
always sought a simple, unified explanation of the universe. Few have 
ever found one as complete, as consistent, and (accepting their prem- 
ises) as satisfactory as that developed by the theologians of the thir- 
teenth century. 

The method used in the study of theology was that of Abelard, as per- 
fected by Peter Lombard. A question was stated, authorities pro and con 
were collected, and then a solution was given. Important improvements 
were made, however, in organization of the material during the thir- 
teenth century. Early theological treatises were poorly planned; the 
connection between topics was not always clear, and it was difficult to 
obtain an idea of the author’s basic positions. The great thirteenth cen- 
tury books, on the contrary, are masterpieces of organization. The sub- 
ject is broken up into a few large parts, each part is divided into chap- 
ters, each chapter is divided into topics, and each topic may be still 
further subdivided if necessary. Though thousands of problems are dis- 
cussed, the authors seldom contradict themselves, and their essential 
ideas are not concealed by the mass of details. This ability to classify 
and organize a great body of knowledge is necessary for any significant 
intellectual activity, and it is doubtful if any group of scholars ever 
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possessed it in a higher degree than did the thirteenth century theo- 
logians. 

The work of two Dominicans was especially important in this field. 
Albertus Magnus, a German, digested and arranged all existing knowl- 
edge in a long series of treatises. He relied chiefly on Aristotle, but he 
used other works, especially in such fields as botany, where Aristotle 
failed him. The Italian Thomas Aquinas took the material prepared by 
Albert and built it into a great system of theology and philosophy, which 
gave a consistent and detailed explanation of the visible and invisible 
worlds. It should be noted that both these men taught at Paris and that 
their ideas were spread through the world by the great French university. 
Christian scholarship was still international, though the political unity 
of Christendom was breaking up. 

In the long run, a very long run, the system developed by Albert and 
Thomas was accepted as the official philosophy of the Church. There 
was no such agreement in the thirteenth century. It would be a great 
mistake to think of medieval scholars as a docile, harmonious group who 
merely parroted each other’s statements. Like modern scientists, they 
had certain fundamental premises and a method in common, but like 
modern scientists they disagreed violently as to the results which they 
obtained. In fact, their disagreements make the disputes of modern 
scientists seem mild. Thomas, for example, stressed the importance of 
knowledge for salvation; a man must know the truth, before he can 
achieve his highest end. Bonaventura, a theologian second only to 
Thomas, emphasized the importance of the will and taught that knowl- 
edge was of secondary importance. A man’s will must be purified and 
in harmony w'ith that of God before he can be saved. Since Thomas was 
a Dominican, while Bonaventura was a Franciscan, the two orders took 
up the dispute enthusiastically and their doctors quarreled over reason 
and will for years. We have already seen how English Franciscans tried 
to discredit Dominican philosophy by attacking the accuracy of Aris- 
totle’s scientific observations. There was also a great quarrel between the 
University of Paris and the twm mendicant orders. Dominican and Fran- 
ciscan scholars were seeking places in the Parisian faculty of theology. 
The masters of Paris naturally opposed this, since they could not hope 
to control the friars who obtained professorships. The popes backed the 
claims of the mendicants, but the university used every available legal 
device to put off the evil day, and Dominican and Franciscan theologians 
were admitted only after a long, bitter struggle. During the controversy 
each side naturally attacked the doctrines of its opponents. Even the 
supremely orthodox Thomas Aquinas was accused of holding dangerous 
beliefs and after his death his adversaries made a determined effort to 
have some of his works condemned as heretical. 



3S3 


The Church Struggles to Maintain Leadership 

Most intellectual actmty of the thirteenth century was merely a 
continuation of that of the twelfth, but in one respect there was an im- 
portant innovation. .■\n attempt was made to popularize knowledge by 
writing books which could be understood by the educated laj-man. These 
books were usualh’ written in French, the language of the upper class® 
throughout Europe, and they dealt with most of the subjects taught in 
the universities. The Bible and Aristotle were translated or paraphrased, 
some of the classics were imitated in French verse, and real encyclo- 
pedias, such as the Livre don Tresor of Brunetto Latini. were compiled. 
Innumerable little tracts on theologj' and morals were written for princes 
and barons. A few histories and works on customary law were also com- 
posed in the vernacular. Undoubtedly romances, short stories, and love- 
songs were more popular with noble and bourgeois than these more 
sober productions, but there is plenty of evidence to show that some 
laymen read scholarly works. With verj' few exceptions, the learned 
literature produced for laymen was written by churchmen, and con- 
tained only the simplest and most orthodox ideas. Nevertheless, the 
emergence of a group of educated laymen was an important phenomenon. 
In the later middle ages they began to write their own books and thus 
weakened the leadership of the Church in intellectual activities. 

In art the thirteenth century played its familiar role of canydng to 
their logical conclusion principles W’hich had already been established 
in the twelfth century. It was the great age of cathedral building, es- 
pecially in France, and Gothic architecture reached its highest point in 
the churches of Chartres, Paris, Amiens, Rheims and Bourg®. During 
the century the French realized the full possibilities of Gothic style. 
They emphasized height and light more and more ; roofs were raised, 
windows were enlarged, and walls were reduced to a mere skeleton. The 
Sainte-Chapelle at Paris is an extreme example of this tendency ; it has 
no walls, but merely pillars sustaining the roof. The English and the 
Germans, while they adopted Gothic vaulting and Gothic decoration, 
never went this far, but preserved something of the solidity and sobrietj’ 
of Romanesque architecture. In most English and German churches of 
the thirteenth century a w'indow' is still an opening in a wall, not a 
substitute for a wall, and horizontal lines have not been entirely con- 
cealed by vertical lines. 

Fully developed Gothic architecture was an almost perfect style for 
church building, as our own architects have been discovering for the last 
half-century. It was so perfect that by the end of the thirteenth century 
architects could do nothing but imitate it or elaborate it. Both courses 
were followed in France, and neither was very satisfactory. There is al- 
ways something lacking in an imitation ; the cold perfection of St. Ouen 
of Rouen is much less moving than the first halting experiments in 
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Gothic in the He de France. The alternate course at least gave the archi- 
tect a chance to be original ; he could elaborate the system by vaulting, 
divide and subdivide the windows, and cover the outside of his church 
with spikes and buttresses. The only trouble was that this originality was 
usually in bad taste ; it eventually led to the wedding-cake style of the 
late middle ages, of which the classic example is St. Maclou (also at 
Rouen). 

As churches became higher and lighter they also became more richly 
adorned. Here, too, France set a standard which was seldom equaled 
elsewhere. Tt had long been customary to ornament the portals of a 
church with sculptures representing the Last Judgment, the life of 
Christ, scenes from the Old Testament or the lives of the saints. During 
the thirteenth century these sculptures became more elaborate and 
many new themes were introduced. There are literally hundreds of 
figures on the portals of the cathedrals of Chartres or Amiens, each tell- 
ing some part of the Christian story, illustrating some point of doctrine, 
or showing the connection between secular knowledge and religious be- 
lief. Thus the Seven Liberal Arts are represented at Chartres as a tribute 
to the Virgin, who possessed all knowledge. The signs of the zodiac and 
the labors of the months may be seen on the portals of the cathedrals of 
Paris and Amiens. The cult of the Virgin, which had become so im- 
portant during the twelfth century, continued to flourish during the 
thirteenth, and every cathedral gave a great deal of space to scenes 
from her life. Medieval love of allegory was not forgotten and the Old 
Testament characters who prefigured Christ, the Seven Wise and Seven 
Foolish Virgins, the triumphant Church and the blindfolded Synagogue 
were to be found on most of the great cathedrals. Within, the story was 
taken up again in the great, stained-glass windows which occupied most 
of the wall-space. Usually the lower windows were filled with scenes 
from the lives of the saints, while the higher windows portrayed the 
ancestors of Christ, the Crucifixion, the Virgin in glory and the prophets 
and evangelists. It has been well said that a great cathedral summed 
up all Christian doctrine in pictorial form just as the great treatise of 
Thomas Aquinas summed it up in intellectual form. 

In the thirteenth century, as in the twelfth, the primary concern of 
the sculptor was to represent abstract ideas. His figures were symbols 
devised to recall articles of the faith or to stimulate religious emotion. 
They had to be recognizable to fulfil these functions, but they could 
not be realistic. A realistic work of art can say only one thing, and it 
must ray that in words of one syllable, while a symbol must express 
many ideas and overtones of emotion which can hardly be put into con- 
crete form. Thirteenth century sculpture has a power and a beauty 
which is neither classical nor modern (though some modern sculptors 
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are learning from the middle ages the secret of not being too literal). 
However, as the century went on, a tendenc)' toward realism became 
apparent, first in details of ornament and then in the main figures them- 
selves. Some scholars argue that this indicates a growing interest in 
worldly phenomena and a decreasing interest in religious sjTiiboIs. while 
others hold that it was mereh' one of those experiments in a new style 
which artists are constantly trying. Whatever the cause, the results are 
evident. While the kings on the west front of Chartres represent merely 
the abstract idea of the pious ruler, the apostles at Amiens are indi- 
vidual men. obviously copied from living models. This tendency to real- 
ism was not altogether to the advantage of either religion or art. Figures 
which were too realistic lost their spiritual beauty, while they failed 
to recapture the earthly beauty of the classical period. The result may- 
be seen in the famous Virgin of Amiens. She is no longer the majestic 
Queen of Heaven, inspiring awe and reverence. She has become a sim- 
pering, earthly princess, who might be respected for her rank but never 
admired for her beauty. Germany suffered less from this uninspired 
realism than did France, for in Germany there was a strong tendency to 
idealize the human face, if not the human form. Some of the finest indi- 
vidual figures in thirteenth century? sculpture may be found in Germany, 
and during the later middle ages sculptors from Germany or the old 
Middle Kingdom far surpassed those of France. 

Stained glass was the one new artistic medium developed in the middle 
ages. It had first been used in the twelfth century, but few windows from 
this period have survived. Twelfth century? artists seem to have dis- 
covered the effective color combinations and the basic window patterns, 
but the full possibilities of the medium were first worked out in the 
thirteenth century. There could be, of course, no question of realism in 
stained-glass work. Light must pass through the figures, obscuring de- 
tails, and the colors must be unnaturally brilliant to secure the desired 
effect. The jew’el-like colors of thirteenth century glass were just what 
was needed to form a contrast to the monotonous gray of the stone- 
work ; a cathedral which has lost its windows has lost half of its life. This 
art, too, fell on evil days in the fourteenth century. In an effort to obtain 
more light the upper halves of the w?indows were filled with canopies 
done in white and yellow glass, and other colors were made less intense. 
The windows ceased to form a contrast with the rest of the cathedral ; 
they whispered instead of shouting the glory of God. Modern stained 
glass has gone back to thirteenth century products ; very wisely, for it 
was this century which brought the new art to perfection. 



CHAPTER XI 


THE GROWTH OF SECULAR INSTITUTIONS 
AND INTERESTS 

D uring the thirteenth century the Church was still the most 
I important single influence on society. But, as we have seen, 
I the Church found it increasingly difficult to maintain its 
leadership. New interests and loyalties were arising which 
were eventually to reduce the influence of the Church to a very low 
level. On the one hand secular princes, especially the rulers of France 
and England, were building states whidi could command the allegiance 
of their subjects even when they directly opposed the Church. On the 
other hand, all classes in lay society were developing interests and activi- 
ties which were entirely outside the sphere of influence of the Church. 
These developments paved the way for the collapse of the leadership of 
the Church at the end of the century. 

1. The Growth of the State in France 

It might have seemed that neither Louis VIII (1223-1226) nor Louis 
IX (1226-1270) of France would do anything which would weaken the 
Church. Both were pious rulers, both continued the old French policy of 
supporting the papacy, both died on crusades. Louis IX was recognized 
in his own lifetime as a model of what a Christian king should be and 
was canonized within a generation of his death. Yet under these two 
devout monarchs the primary loyalty of Frenchmen shifted from the 
Church to the state, and the political influence of the pope was greatly 
decreased. Neither Louis VIII nor Louis IX consciously planned this; 
they merely did their work as well and honestly as they could. The 
efficiency of their government created respect for the state ; the virtues 
of St. Louis inspired devotion to the monarchy. 

Louis VIII’s brief reign of three years was remarkable for two things. 
On his accession to the throne he preserved the new system of govern- 
ment which Philip Augustus had created but he discharged and punished 
many of Philip’s functionaries. These men had served the king and op- 
pressed the people with almost equal zeal. Strong-arm methods were no 
longer needed and Louis’ purge made the government more respectable 
without weakening its authority. His other important achievement was 
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the establishment of royal power in the heart of Languedoc. By mtcmg 
part in a new crusade against the Albigensians he gained importamt 
territories in the South and secured an assignment of the Montfoirt 
claims to other lands in the district. He died before he could enforce 
these rights, but it was his work which made possible the treaty of 1229v 
by which Ra^miond of Toulouse surrendered part of his territories to 
the king and married his daughter and heiress to a younger brother of 
Louis IX. This greatly increased the royal domain and the ting's power 
and revenues, and it gave the French ruler for the hrst time an outlet 
on the Mediterranean. 

The premature death of Louis V'TII threatened the accomplishments 
of the last fifty years. His son, Louis IX, who succeeded him. was a boy 
of twelve, and a regency was necessaiy. The queen-mother. Blanche of 
Castile, who became regent, was an able woman, but she was disliked 
both because she was a foreigner and because of her rigid and rather 
haughty character. The great feudal nobles naturally thought that this 
was a heaven-sent opportunity to regain the power and independence 
which they had lost under Philip .\ugu5tus. They secured English aid 
and formed coalition after coalition against the royal government. 
Dangerous as these plots seemed, they were all repressed without much 
difficulty. The English were anxious enough to recover their lost prov- 
inces. but they were having troubles at home and could not afford to 
give the French lords sustained supp<3rt. Without large subsidies from 
England, the rebellious nobles could not hope to overcome the king's 
great superiority in men and money. He could raise a larger army and 
keep it longer in the field than any coalition. Most important of all, the 
nobles did not really want to fight the king. They talked largely aboistt 
their rights, but they regularly refused to attack royal armies. liVhetber 
this was caused by respect for the royal person, genuine distaste for the 
horrors of ci\'il war, or well-founded fear of treachery' in their own ranks, 
is immaterial. The fact remains that even the nobles no longer desired 
anarchy and had some scruples about destroying the central government. 
Nothing shows more clearly the growth of royal power than the ineffec- 
tiveness of these feudal rebellions. 

When Louis began to govern personally, the monarchy was in a 
stronger position than ever before, thanks to the demonstrated weakness 
of its opponents. Other rulers — men like John of England or Louis’ own 
grandson, Philip the Fair — might have been intoxicated with this power 
and have gone too fast, increasing royal possessions and prerogatives at 
the expense of royal {wpularity. But Louis had been greatly influenced 
by his pious and upright mother, and there was something in his own 
character which made him want to live up to the highest ideals of his 
age. He sought the reputation of a devout Christian, a just ruler, and a 
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true knight. He would preserve his own rights and respect those of 
others. This attitude was just what was needed to consolidate the gains 
which had been made by his father and grandfather. The loyalty of the 
conquered provinces was gained completely ; even the rebellious Poitevin 
nobles ceased to plot with the English. The moderation and equity with 
which Louis used his power justified the great increase in royal authority. 
Devotion to the monarchy became a French tradition, which endured in 
spite of the blunders and crimes of Louis’ successors. 

The churchmen who wrote biographies of St. Louis naturally stressed 
his almost monkish piety. They tell how assiduously he attended the 
services of the Church, how thoroughly he mortified the flesh, how 
humbly he washed the feet of the poor and the sores of lepers. All this 
is true, but it does not explain his greatness as a king. Fortunately Louis 
had another biographer, the lord of Joinville, his friend and companion 
during the long years of the Sixth Crusade. Joinville’s biography is the 
masterpiece of early French prose and it permits us to see that Louis was 
a human being as well as a crowned saint. He gives a wonderfully lifelike 
picture of the king : as a lover, stealing interviews with his bride while 
attendants watched to warn the young couple of the approach of the 
jealous queen-mother ; as a judge, seated under the great oak at Vin- 
cennes, hearing any cases that might be brought before him ; as a soldier, 
impetuously leaping into the sea in order to be first in the attack on 
Damietta. He never forgets that Louis was a saint, but he remembers 
that the king also wanted to be known as a gentleman and a good knight, 
and that he protected his rights against the bishops as firmly as against 
the barons. Joinville’s very evident love and admiration for the king give 
us some idea of the way in which Louis’ personality captured the hearts 
of his subjects. Louis was not only the strongest monarch of his age ; he 
was also the best-loved. 

During the reign of St. Louis the government developed along the 
lines laid down by Philip Augustus. Local administration remained in 
the hands of the senechals and baillis, and they gradually acquired a 
large number of subordinates who assisted them in their work. As in 
Philip’s reign, local officials were frequently shifted from one district 
to another, and Louis devised a new method to keep them from abusing 
their power. He sent enqueteurs, delegates from the central court, 
throughout the land, with full power to hear and to investigate all com- 
plaints of his subjects. Some of these complaints have survived, and 
they throw an interesting light on conditions in France at the time. As 
might be expected, they expose some graft and oppression in local gov- 
ernment. Even a saintly king could not have a completely honest police 
force. The complaints also show that many men still failed to realize the 
new power of the monarchy. They were indignant when they were pun- 
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ished for acts which would have been ignored a century before, such 
as dealing with the king’s enemies. Taken as a whole, the complaints 
give the impression that Louis’ government was remarkably just, as 
governments go, and that the king had the confidence of his people, what- 
ever his officials did. 

Changes in the central government were more important than changes 
in the system of local administration. Under St. Louis the curia regis 
began to split into specialized departments, as had the English curia a 
century before. Thus the judicial functions of the royal court were 
gradually segregated and given to a body known as the Parlement. At 
first the Parlement was merely the curia meeting to give justice, but it 
gradually acquired a separate staff of judges, expert in the law, and a 
body of clerks who kept its own records. In the same way a separate 
financial administration began to emerge from the curia. Final accounts 
were still rendered to the king in the presence of the magnates, but the 
actual work of supervising the king’s finances was performed by a group 
of expert clerks, who had remarkably full records of royal rights and 
revenues. Other departments were also taking definite form. For ex- 
ample, the royal household was no longer completely confused with the 
general administration, and a rudimentary forest service was established. 
All these changes increased the importance of the bureaucracy and de- 
creased the influence of the magnates. They were still called in to discuss 
questions of general policy, but they had little to do with the daily 
routine of government. As in England, the actual work of administra- 
tion was performed by professional civil servants. 

Thus St. Louis completed the work of organizing a strong and efficient 
royal government, a government which was so strong and efficient that 
it rapidly reduced competing jurisdictions to impotence. Louis, of course, 
had no idea that this was to be the result of his policies. He wanted to 
preserve the status quo and he ordered his officials again and again to 
respect the rights of others. How sincere these injunctions were may be 
seen from his dealings with Henry III of England. Henry had attacked 
France again and again in an effort to regain some of the territories 
which John had lost, and Louis had every excuse for annexing the rem- 
nant of the old Angevin holdings. Yet he never took advantage of the 
repeated rebellions of the English barons to seize Henry’s French fiefs. 
On the contrary, in 1259 he ended the long quarrel with a treaty which 
not only confirmed Henry’s right to Guienne and Gascony but also sur- 
rendered to him certain border districts long occupied by the French. 
But while Louis scrupulously respected the rights of others he expected, 
and could enforce, equal respect for his own rights. This was fair enough, 
but it immediately raised the problem as to just what rights the king 
had. Here is where the existence of a professional bureaucracy was de- 
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cisive. Obviously, a group of men thoroughly imbued with new ideas of 
government, dependent upon the king for office and income, would have 
a very different concept of royal rights from that of a council of feudal 
nobles. It was the plain duty of royal officials to recover all lands and 
revenues of which the king had wrongfully been deprived. It was their 
duty to prevent barons and Church from usurping the jurisdiction of 
the royal courts. It was to their advantage to increase royal power by 
any means, since their own delegated authority was thereby increased. 
Like most men, they wanted as much power as they could get, and they 
sincerely believed that the more they had, the better for the country. 
Naturally enough, they interpreted every doubtful question in favor of 
the king. 

Even if royal officials had not had this conscious bias, the mere def- 
inition of royal rights would have shaken the old order. The essence of 
feudalism was confusion, confusion between theory and practice, be- 
tween public and private rights, between royal and baronial powers. 
Feudal law avoided definitions as far as possible ; faced with Solomon’s 
dilemma it would have awarded the baby to both mothers. It drew no 
precise boundaries between rival fiefs and jurisdictions ; the same land 
might be subject to two different lords, the same case might be triable in 
two competing courts. Loss of early records, rapid changes in custom, 
transfer of rights by marriage had increased this fundamental confusion 
until it is no exaggeration to say that there were at least two claimants 
to every piece of land and every right of government in France. Ob- 
viously, in these circumstances the power to define was the power to 
destroy. If the king’s rights were made clear and certain, all the counter- 
claims, all the reservations, all the exceptions which limited his rights 
would be wiped out. All the infinitely varied compromises, whereby 
wealth and power were shared between king and barons, were threatened 
by definition of royal rights. 

A few examples will make this clearer. The great lords of the South 
recognized the king’s overlordship, but had never given him any real 
service. When royal officials asked these lords to send soldiers to the 
royal army they were attacking the de facto independence of the South, 
even though they were only enforcing the king’s rights as suzerain. 
Again, the right of the king to remedy defects of justice had long been 
admitted in theory, while in practice the decisions of the courts of the 
great barons had been accepted as final. Then, in the second half of the 
thirteenth century, royal officials began to encourage men to appeal 
from baronial courts to the Parlement. Such appeals seriously weakened 
the authority of the lords, yet no one could deny the right of the king 
to act as supreme judge. In the same way the growth of ecclesiastical 
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jurisdiction was halted by defining the power of royal courts and by in- 
sisting that certain cases could be heard only by lay judges. 

In major issues, such as those just mentioned, Louis undoubtedly 
knew and approved of the actions of his officials. He had a high idea of 
the responsibilities and powers of a monarch. He knew that he must 
answer to God for the welfare of his people and he believed that it was 
his duty to supervise all subordinate governments in his realm. But 
there were other cases in which the bureaucracy seems to have proceeded 
•without consulting the king. For example, royal officials interfered re- 
peatedly with other jurisdictions and forced cases into the royal courts 
on the flimsiest excuses. Louis was not pleased by such excessive zeal 
and he regularly ordered amends to be made to the injured parties. 
However, he probably did not hear of all these cases, and his orders for 
restitution were not always promptly obeyed. As has so often happened, 
the bureaucrats were more royalist than the king, and Louis had to 
exert all his great authority and prestige to keep them within reasonable 
limits. His weaker successors were unable to do this, and for the next 
half-century royal officials were almost unrestrained in their efforts to 
magnify monarchical authority. 

When Louis died in 1270, royal prestige and power had greatly in- 
creased and French government was more centralized than it had ever 
been before. The barons retained some powers of local government but 
they were definitely subordinate to the king and their actions could be 
reviewed and if necessary reversed by Parlement. The baillis and sen6~ 
chals protected royal rights in every section of the realm, and their work 
was checked by an increasingly efficient central government. No one in 
the kingdom could avoid having some contact with the royal govern- 
ment, and every one was impressed by its power. Respect for the power 
of the government and respect for Louis’ virtues bred loyalty to the mon- 
archy. By the end of the thirteenth century the primary allegiance of 
the people of France had been transferred from the feudal prince and 
the Church to the king. 

2. The Growth of the State in England 

Henry III of England, like Louis IX of France, came to the throne 
as a child and had to face a serious baronial revolt at the very beginning 
of his reign. The English aristocracy, outraged by John’s repudiation of 
Magna Carta, had called in a French pretender, and half the realm was 
in his power when the old king died. Henry’s mother was unable to play 
the role of Blanche of Castile, but the English regent, William Marshal, 
was at least as able as the French queen. He gained the support of many 
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barons by reissuing Magna Carta and then ended the revolt by a com- 
bination of effective military action and skilful diplomacy. William’s 
early death might have endangered the peace he had just won, but the 
papal legate, acting as representative of the suzerain of England, suc- 
ceeded in keeping the great men on reasonably good terms with each 
other. The papacy did not repeat its mistake of denouncing Magna 
Carta, and the barons, once they felt that their great privilege was safe, 
allowed the central government to carry on as it had under Henry II 
and Richard. 

Thus when Henry HI began his personal rule he possessed both ex- 
tensive rights and an efficient bureaucracy through which his rights 
could be enforced. In many ways he was better off than Louis IX ; Eng- 
land was more united than France, and the English lords as individuals 
had much less power than those of France. Yet with all his advantages 
Henry III was a less successful ruler than Louis IX. This was due in 
part to his own defects of character. Henry was one of those men who 
have every good quality except that of statesmanship, whose very virtues 
lead them into political difficulties. He was well educated, a patron of 
the arts, generous to his family and loyal to his friends. But most of his 
relatives were Frenchmen or Savoyards and he found few Englishmen 
who were sufficiently cultivated to meet his exacting standards and be- 
come his friends. As a result his court was filled with foreigners, and the 
English aristocracy, just becoming conscious of the fact that it was Eng- 
lish, was profoundly irritated. Henry was deeply religious and rivaled 
Louis in saintliness. He was also grateful to the Church for the aid it 
had given him during his minority and he believed whole-heartedly in 
the ideal of a united Christendom directed by the pope. Therefore he 
allowed large sums to be collected in his realm for papal enterprises and 
he supported the popes in their savage attack on the Hohenstaufen. 
This policy also annoyed the barons, who did not share in the king’s 
idealism and gratitude. They were losing interest in the welfare of 
Christendom and were becoming more and more concerned with the 
welfare of the realm and of their class in the realm. Henry represented 
the old international, or rather pre-national order ; the barons stood for 
the new nationalistic order which was just beginning to emerge. This 
difference in attitude between king and subjects caused a strain, which 
was made worse by Henry’s lack of political sense. There was a similar 
tension in France, where St. Louis shared many of Henry’s ideals, but 
the French king knew how to gain the loyalty even of those who thought 
he was mistaken. Henry could not do this; he was a poor judge of men 
and situations and he failed to secure the personal devotion of the baron- 
age and the people. As a result, during his reign the English developed 
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a tendency to be loyal to their law and institutions rather than to the 
king in person. 

Henry's personal defects were important, but it is also true that no 
king would have found it entirely easy to rule over England after Magna 
Carta. The barons had learned how to unite, how to act as a group, how 
to limit the king without throwing the country into feudal anarchy. 
They were willing to accept the centralized government which Henry II 
had created, but they insisted on having a voice in running that govern- 
ment. They claimed that they represented all England, that they spoke 
for the “community of the realm,” that they were the natural defenders 
of English rights and English customs. The king could no longer pose 
as the sole defender of law and order, for the united baronage could argue 
that they were just as interested in the w'elfare of the realm as their 
sovereign. The government w'as not as dependent on the personal super- 
vision of the king as it had been ; it could carry on without him, or even 
against him if necessary. The highly trained officials of the Exchequer 
and the learned judges of the central and itinerant courts had their own 
traditions and were not mere agents of the king. They could and did 
serve a baronial government just as faithfully and efficiently as they had 
served the king. Thus, in a contest between king and barons for control 
of the government, the king was far from having all the advantages. 

Henry made such a contest inevitable by his ambitious foreign policy. 
Thrice he attempted to regain the French fiefs w'hich John had lost, and 
he repeatedly gave financial support to rebellions against Louis IX. He 
consistently supported the papacy and allow'ed it to collect large sums 
from the English clergy. In return for a promise of the crown of Sicily 
for his second son, Edmund, he made large contributions to the papal 
crusade against the descendants of Frederick II. Like all his predeces- 
sors, he had difficulties with the Welsh and had to lead expeditions into 
that dangerous country. Henry’s foreign policy w'as not only expensive ; 
it was also a complete failure. He gained not an inch of territory by his 
wars, and his one diplomatic success — the election of his brother Richard 
as King of the Romans — gave the royal family only an empty title with- 
out any additional power. 

Henry could not carry on such an ambitious foreign policy without 
the aid of the barons. He needed their military service and even more he 
needed their money. His ordinary revenues were probably insufficient 
for the normal expenses of government and were certainly inadequate 
for his policy of expansion. Therefore he had to ask the great council 
repeatedly for grants of taxes. The great council — now coming to be 
known as the parliament — ^was far less under royal control than it had 
been. It spoke for the united baronage, it had its own leaders and policy 
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and it frequently criticized or rejected Henry’s plans. In the first half 
of the reign it granted taxes grudgingly and only in return for such con- 
cessions as the reissue of Magna Carta. In the second half of the reign, 
as Henry’s personal defects and the failure of his foreign policy became 
more evident, it refused to grant taxes at all. Each refusal was usually 
accompanied by a denunciation of Henry’s favorites and a demand for 
reform of the government. Henry’s lack of money made it possible for 
the barons to oppose the king by peaceful means, and their perfectly 
legal refusal to grant aids was a far more effective check on royal power 
than feudal rebellion had ever been. 

The quarrel between the king and the baronage came to a head in 
1258. A famine and an unsuccessful war against the Welsh had caused 
general dissatisfaction. Just at that moment the pope told Henry that 
he must make a new contribution for the war against the Hohenstaufen 
or forfeit his son’s claim to Sicily. Henry’s request for money to pursue 
this will-o’-the-wisp infuriated the barons. They demanded that he 
exile his foreign advisers and that he appoint a council of twenty-four 
to advise him in all his acts. A second assembly the same year, known 
as the “Mad Parliament,’’ drew up the Provisions of Oxford, which gave 
the barons complete control of the government. A permanent council 
was set up, which was to name all high officials and determine all im- 
portant questions of policy. Royal officials were to be responsible to 
this council rather than to the king, and the council, in turn, was to 
answer to the barons in parliament. For the next few years this council 
governed England. 

The most influential member of the council was Simon de Montfort, 
the son of the leader of the Albigensian Crusade and the grandson of an 
English heiress. Like so many other foreigners, he had gone to England 
to seek his fortune and had won the favor of the king. He was given the 
earldom of Leicester, to which he had a claim through his grandmother, 
and he married the king’s sister, much to the indignation of the English 
nobles. Then he quarreled with the king and went on a crusade. On his 
return he and the king were reconciled and he was made governor of 
Gascony. There he was accused of bad government and, though he was 
acquitted at a formal trial, Henry eventually removed him from office. 
This reward for twenty-five years of faithful service made him so in- 
dignant that he joined the barons who were opposing the king. His great 
ability soon made him their leader, even though some of the magnates 
retained their dislike of the upstart foreigner. 

Simon and his friends realized that the barons must give England 
better government than the king had done if they were to remain in 
power. They also saw clearly that the great lords could have no real 
power unless they were supported by the lesser landholders. Therefore 
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they sent out able itinerant justices to collect complaints and redress 
grievances, while they drew up rules to protect petty vassals against 
unjustified demands of their overlords. Unfortunately, this wise policy 
was not understood by all the barons and the old jealousy of Simon be- 
came stronger as his power increased. The barons were united in their 
dislike of Henry’s policies but they differed widely as to what was to be 
done, once they had control of the government. Many of them refused 
to take any responsibility for national affairs : they knew how to criti- 
cize, but not how to rule. Others were shocked by Simon's plans for re- 
form and still others were annoyed because they failed to secure lucra- 
tive offices for themselves or their friends. These weaknesses remained 
characteristic of the English baronage for the next two centuries. They 
were frequently able to gain control of the government but they never 
succeeded in running the government. They were too lazy to attend to 
the dull routine of official business ; they were too selfish to subordinate 
their separate interests to the common welfare; they were too jealous 
to follow leaders who arose from their owm ranks. 

As a result of the split in the baronial party, Henry was able to regain 
power slowly and to dismiss officials appointed by the council. He then 
became confident enough to persuade the pope to annul the Provisions 
of Oxford. This stirred up a new storm, but Henry succeeded in inducing 
the barons to submit the dispute to the arbitration of Louis IX of France. 
Louis naturally felt that feudal lords had no right to control a royal 
government and ruled that the limitations on Henry’s power were ille- 
gal. Simon at once took up arms, and though many barons were luke- 
warm to his cause few of them liked Henry well enough to aid the royal 
army. In 1264, at Lewes, Simon defeated and captured the king. A new 
council was promptly set up, which carried on the government in Henry’s 
name for about a year. 

This new council was even more under Simon’s control than the old 
one had been, and only a few barons gave it real support. In order to 
make his position more secure and more legitimate, the earl summoned 
a parliament in I26S. Since it was evident that many barons would fail 
to attend the meeting, Simon attempted to gain the support of other 
groups. Each shire was asked to send two knights and each borough 
(town) was asked to send two burgesses. The knights represented the 
class of lesser landholders, whose interests were not precisely the same 
as those of the great lords, and who were already well disposed toward 
Simon because he had favored them during his first period of power. It 
was no great innovation to summon these men, since Henry had asked 
them to attend meetings of the great council at least twice in the years 
just before the revolt. It was, however, a new idea to summon representa- 
tives of the boroughs to parliament. Though English towns were becom- 
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ing wealthy and populous they were still rigorously controlled by the 
king, and Henry had never felt it necessary to consult them about 
national policies. Simon, however, was well acquainted with the as- 
semblies of southern France which included representatives of the bour- 
geoisie, and he seems to have believed that summoning burgesses would 
strengthen his hold on public opinion. The significance of his act should 
not be exaggerated. Knights and burgesses had little power, either in 
his parliament or in those of the next half-century. They were summoned 
to hear explanations of policy rather than to determine policy and they 
were expected to bind their constituents to courses of action which had 
already been determined by the great men. Nevertheless, the summon- 
ing of knights and burgesses in 1265 marked an important change in 
English political ideas. It meant that the barons were no longer the only 
class with opinions about national affairs, that it was no longer enough 
to conciliate the barons to ensure the success of a governmental policy. 
It meant that the barons no longer controlled their subjects, that the 
government must deal directly with the lesser landholders and the towns- 
men and explain and justify its policies to them. Simon’s fall did not 
alter these facts and both Henry III and his successor found it advisable 
to summon knights and burgesses to many of the parliaments which met 
after 1265. 

Simon’s parliament set an important precedent, but it did not unite 
the upper classes in support of the earl. Edward, the eldest son of Henry 
III, succeeded in raising an army which defeated Simon’s forces at 
Evesham in 1265. Simon was slain in battle and his death ended the 
opposition to the king. Henry, however, had learned his lesson, and 
pursued an intelligent and conciliatory policy during the remaining 
years of his reign. He was greatly influenced by Edward, who had at one 
time been a friend of Simon’s and seems to have absorbed some of the 
earl’s ideas. The men who had fought against the king were allowed to 
redeem their lands with moderate fines, and many of the reforms of the 
baronial period were retained. For example, Henry summoned repre- 
sentatives of shires and boroughs to a parliament in 1268. The king en- 
gaged in no more foreign adventures and the barons at last agreed to 
grant him a tax. England became so peaceful that the heir to the throne, 
Edward, felt that it was safe to go on a crusade. Henry died in 1272, 
while his son was still abroad, but the absence of the new ruler caused 
no difficulty. The government was running so smoothly that Edward 
saw no reason to hasten his return, and it was more than two years after 
his father’s death before he appeared in England. The quarrel between 
king and barons had been ended by a tacit compromise which endured 
for the rest of the century. The barons had established their right to be 
consulted on all important questions of policy and especially in matters 
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of taxation. The king had maintained his right to appoint all officials 
and his control of the administration. 

The most striking events of Henry’s reign were connected with the 
struggle between king and baronage, but the long quarrel did not stop 
the development of the royal government. .As in France, the number of 
professional civil servants increased steadily, and a bureaucratic tradi- 
tion which had little respect for older political ideals was created. The 
English bureaucrats were less dependent upon the king than their fel- 
lows in France, since the structure of the central government was too 
firmly established to be shaken by baronial opposition, but they were 
just as anxious to increase the authority and prestige of their offices. 
They insisted that primary allegiance was due to the central government 
and that its commands overrode those of other authorities. 

The most important institutional change during Henry’s reign was 
the development of the English common law. Opposition to the exten- 
sion of royal justice practically ceased, and by 1272 almost all secular 
cases above the police-court level were tried in the king’s courts. New 
writs were devised which made possible the use of juries in most civil 
suits, and the abolition of the ordeal by the Lateran Council in 1215 
made it necessary to devise a new type of jury for criminal cases. The 
grand jury, as devised by Henry II, was simply a machine for collecting 
accusations ; actual guilt or innocence of the accused was determined by 
ordeal. Now that the ordeal was abolished, Henry Ill’s judges had the 
unpleasant choice of punishing men merely because they had been in- 
dicted, or of setting men free who were probably guilty of serious crimes. 
After a long period of hesitation and experiment the justices finally hit 
on the device of calling a petit jury to decide the fate of persons accused 
by the grand jury, and so our present criminal procedure was created. 
While these changes were going on, the justices began to study records 
of earlier decisions and to derive from these precedents general rules of 
law which would fit almost any case. Thus the law administered in the 
king’s courts was ceasing to be a special law which covered only partic- 
ular cases; it was becoming the common law of the realm, a law which 
had an answer for almost every problem of human relationships. All of 
this activity was summed up in the great treatise on the laws of England, 
written by Henry of Bracton. Bracton was trained by one of the ablest 
judges in England and served both Henry and the barons faithfully as 
itinerant justice. He had studied the decisions of his predecessors and he 
knew something of the revived Roman law which was so influential on 
the continent. This background made it possible for him to discuss Eng- 
lish law as a coherent, logical system and to put it on a par with the law 
of Rome. His treatise remained the standard work on English law for 
over a century. 
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During Henry’s reign there were also important changes in English 
society. As we have seen, the lesser landholders were becoming more and 
more independent of the barons. The feudal bonds between them and 
the barons were weakening, while their connection with the royal gov- 
ernment became steadily closer. The lesser landholders dominated local 
government ; they were the men who sat on the grand juries, who col- 
lected the king’s taxes, who assisted royal agents in their peregrinations 
through the counties. They gave the king most of his information about 
local affairs and were responsible for the local enforcement of his orders. 
Such men could not be ignored or dealt with only through the magnates, 
and their inclusion in parliament is only one indication of their increas- 
ing importance. At the same time the class of burgesses was increasing 
in numbers and wealth. Commerce and industry were becoming impor- 
tant and taxes on these activities were beginning to furnish a large part 
of the king’s revenues. The government, therefore, found it necessary to 
consult leading burgesses, not only in parliament, but also in important 
acts of administration. But the most significant change in English society 
has yet to be described. This was the beginning of English nationalism. 
Nationalism is a dangerous word to use in describing medieval beliefs 
and we should not assume that it existed in its intense modern form 
under Henry III. Nevertheless, during his reign it is evident that his 
subjects were beginning to feel that they were English, and English 
alone. The old distinctions between districts and between races were 
becoming effaced. No political unit smaller than the realm could com- 
mand men’s loyalty. At the same time the old interest in the continent 
was dying, and there was little loyalty to the larger unit of Christendom. 
Few people cared whether Henry could recover his French fiefs or suc- 
ceed in placing his son on the throne of Sicily. Few people cared whether 
the pope could defeat the Hohenstaufen or reconquer the Holy Land. 
The Norman kings had used Italian churchmen and French nobles freely 
in their government, but Henry III could not give offices to Poitevins 
and Savoyards without raising a storm of protest. Even the pope was 
criticized for ignoring these new nationalistic interests. Agents collect- 
ing papal taxes were mobbed because they were “impoverishing the 
realm,” and there were violent objections when the pope gave English 
benefices to foreign and especially to Italian clerics. There was nothing 
anti-religious about this ; many of the prelates, many of the most pious 
men in England attacked papal taxation and Italian intruders. But it 
was evident that the people of England felt that English interests were 
paramount, that they were not concerned with what happened else- 
where. It was evident that a ruler who concentrated on the defense of 
English interests would be able to defy many of the strongest traditions 
of the middle ages. 
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In 1272 England was the most unified and best governed country in 
the West. Every one in the country was subject to royal government 
and royal law ; there were no isolated provinces clinging with stubborn 
loyalty to their old institutions. The barons had abandoned their attempt 
to retain individual power and had recognized that their influence de- 
pended on their ability to work with and through the central govern- 
ment. The English clergy, like the baronage, had formed itself into a 
compact pressure-group, and the lesser landholders were beginning to 
imitate these examples. Even the towns, in spite of their overwhelm- 
ingly local interests, were commencing to take some interest in national 
affairs. But this very unity of England made it impossible for the king 
to be absolute. He could not deal with individuals or local districts one 
by one ; he had to face groups organized on a nation-wide basis. He could 
ignore the protests of an individual baron and even of an individual 
bishop ; he could not ignore the demands of the baronage and clergy of 
England. He had to consult the magnates on all important questions ; 
he had to conciliate public opinion. The king was still unquestionably 
the head of the government, but the government was no longer his private 
property. England was becoming a national state, but both the English 
state and the English nation were something more than the English 
monarchy. 


3. Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — the Nobles 

Everywhere in thirteenth century Europe, lay governments were be- 
coming more efficient and more influential. They were performing their 
duties better ; they kept the peace and gave justice more effectively than 
they had done before. They were imposing heavier obligations on their 
subjects ; by the end of the century most of the people of Europe were 
bound to pay taxes, to give military service, and to assist in the work of 
local administration. Government officials were becoming a professional 
class and the number of officials was increasing everywhere. The old 
overlapping of jurisdictions and powers was coming to an end; in most 
districts of Europe one single lay government was obtaining a practical 
monopoly of political power. The dominant government was not always 
a monarchy — the towns in Italy and the nobles in Germany had all 
effective power — but whether king, count, or commune came out on 
top the result was the same. Europeans now had to deal with govern- 
ments which did their work well enough to inspire respect and which 
were strong enough to secure obedience. These governments were not 
yet absolute, for they were restrained by general customs and special 
privileges. In Spain and Hungary, as well as in England, the privileged 
classes had organized to check the monarch, and even the powerful king 
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of France could not set himself above the law. But lay governments, 
while not absolute, were so busy and so powerful that every one in 
Europe was affected by their activities. Interest in lay politics increased, 
respect for lay government increased, loyalty to the dominant lay ruler 
increased. These changing attitudes had profound effects on the struc- 
ture of society. 

At the same time the economic revolution, which had begun in the late 
eleventh century, continued to be a disturbing factor. The cumulative 
results of earlier changes were felt in their full force only in the thir- 
teenth century. Towns increased in number, in population, and in 
political importance. Both industrial production and the volume of com- 
merce increased. The Italian cities, thanks to their early start, had ac- 
cumulated large amounts of capital and were able to begin large-scale 
banking operations. More luxuries were available for the rich and there 
was a general rise in the standard of living of the poor. At the same time 
the importance of status and tenure decreased, while the importance of 
money increased. In the early middle ages the individual’s standard of 
living depended upon the class to which he belonged, the amount of land 
which he held, and the terms by which he held it. Now his standard of 
living tended more and more to depend upon his ability to acquire money. 
It was not easy to become adjusted to this new situation and all classes 
in society were affected by the change. 

The nobility, more than any other group, was disturbed by the polit- 
ical and economic developments of the thirteenth century. The nobles 
represented the tradition of localism and amateurism in government, 
and the tendency to centralization and professionalism deprived them of 
many of their functions. In the western monarchies they lost much of 
their power as local governors and judges to agents of the central author- 
ity. Such rights as they retained could be exercised only under the super- 
vision of their suzerains and in accordance with the new principles of 
government. This usually forced the noble to hire a professional bureau- 
crat to perform his administrative and judicial functions. For example, 
most of the great French lords imitated the king by creating baillis to 
administer their lands, and they often gave the office to men who had 
been trained in the royal administration. The great lords of the Low 
Countries and Germany escaped the interference of central governments 
only by setting up professional governments of their own. Princes who 
depended upon the old system of amateur government were overwhelmed 
by neighbors who adopted the more efficient methods of the Western 
monarchies. The lord who wished to retain his independence had to hire 
bureaucrats and soldiers and develop at least the rudiments of a cen- 
tralized state. This was, of course, both difficult and expensive for the 
ruler of a small district. Some of these men either could not afford or did 
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not wish to make the necessary effort and sold their rights of government 
in return for pensions which enabled them to live in comfort. For ex- 
ample, the counts of Macon and Burgundy sold their counties to the 
French king during the thirteenth century. Loss of rights of local gov- 
ernment did not mean that the nobles lost all political importance. They 
still had social prestige and wealth and could exert great influence on 
the central government if they combined their strength. They did this 
quite successfully in England and some other countries, but in France, 
where provincial feeling was still strong, they failed to realize their 
opportunity. Some nobles also entered the service of powerful rulers and 
became more or less professional administrators themselves, but these 
men were a minority of their class. In all European countries there were 
many nobles who no longer had any important political functions and 
who tended to devote themselves to courtly pleasures. 

The military importance of the nobility did not decline as rapidly as 
its political importance. The nobility still provided the best armed and 
best trained cavalry, and cavalry was still the dominant arm in Euro- 
pean armies. The substitution of paid soldiers for unpaid feudal vassals 
did not greatly alter the situation. A common practice was to summon 
all the men who owed military service and then to offer wages to the 
best trained knights in order to induce them to remain for a long cam- 
paign. Even the purely mercenary companies were usually commanded 
by nobles and might include many poor knights in their ranks. It is true 
that there were some cavalry units composed of non-noble men-at-arms, 
but these soldiers were never considered the military equals of knights. 
Generally speaking, no ruler north of the Alps could hope to wage a suc- 
cessful war without securing the military service of many nobles. But 
while the nobility remained the military class, it did less fighting during 
the thirteenth century than it had done before. Feudal warfare was dy- 
ing out, while international warfare was just beginning, and Europe 
enjoyed a period of relative peace while the shift was being made. Private 
war was frowned upon by the great western monarchs, and in any case 
the ordinary feudal lord could not afford to make war very frequently 
because he could not often afford to hire an army. More powerful rulers, 
who could afford to hire armies, were absorbed in domestic affairs. There 
were no long wars north of the Alps between 1214 and 1284, and even the 
most bellicose nobles had no opportunity to devote all their time to 
fighting. 

Thus the nobles had lost most of their political functions and were by 
no means absorbed in their military duties. They remained a class with 
assured social position, large unearned income, and considerable leisure. 
Like all classes in this situation they had to invent artificial standards 
and social activities in order to justify their privileges and occupy their 
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time. These standards and activities are usually summed up in the word 
“chivalry.” '■ As a moral code, chivalry taught the rule of “noblesse 
oblige” — the true knight was the defender of religion, the protector of 
the weak and the oppressed, the exemplar of loyalty, courage, and gen- 
erosity. As a pattern of aristocratic life, chivalry emphasized the accom- 
plishments of the courtier — the true knight distinguished himself in 
jousts and tournaments, composed love-songs, recited romances and 
stories, played chess and backgammon, and devoted himself to the 
service of his lady. Needless to say, few men in real life either lived up 
to the code or possessed all the accomplishments of the ideal knight. 
Nevertheless, the ideals of chivalry had some influence on most of the 
nobility, and every feudal court was to some degree a center of court- 
liness. 

It is evident that chivalry was based on several distinct traditions. In 
its military aspect it was derived directly from feudalism. As a special- 
ized military class, knights had always been expected to possess the 
virtues of loyalty and courage and the physical strength necessary for 
fighting. The need for keeping this specialized class in training produced 
tournaments at a very early date. The first tournaments, however, were 
artificial private wars rather than sporting events. Nobles who were 
anxious to get some practice in fighting assembled and charged each 
other in a confused mSlee. The chief object of the contestants was to 
capture as many knights as possible and force them to ransom their 
horses and armor. There were no single combats, no lists, and practically 
no rules. It was not improper for several knights to attack a single oppo- 
nent, and serious, even mortal wounds were often inflicted. Only under 
the influence of other traditions did the tournament become an athletic 
spectacle suitable for the eyes of ladies. 

It is more difficult to discover the origin of the courtly tradition in 
chivalry. Certainly it does not come from feudalism. The military class 
of the tenth and eleventh centuries had neither time for, nor interest in, 
social accomplishments. It was not distinguished for courtesy or a sense 
of fair play. It had no special regard for women ; they were treated as 
men, but as men of an inferior sort. It is also certain that the beginnings 
of courtliness, courtesy, and respect for women are first evident in south- 
ern France in the twelfth century. Some scholars argue that this develop- 
ment was Indigenous, a natural result of the greater wealth and leisure 
possessed by the nobles of the region. But other aristocracies, medieval 
and ancient, with as much or more wealth and leisure never produced the 
peculiar pattern of aristocratic life to be found in Languedoc. This has 
led students of the period to seek a special influence and many of them 

* The best brief description of chivalric ideas and practices may be lound in 
Sidney Painter’s French Chivalry (Baltimore. 1940) 
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believe that they have discovered it in the proximitj' of Mohammedan 
Spain. The Mohammedan aristocracy for centuries had emphasized the 
court!}' accomplishments which were characteristic of chivalry. They 
composed poems and love-songs, (hey enjoyed chess and backgammon, 
they had an elaborate code of etiquette, they made romantic love the 
dominant interest in their lives. Even such a debased product of Moham- 
medan civilization as the Arabian Nights’ Tales reveals these charac- 
teristics. Again and again we find the story of the young prince who falls 
desperately in love with a beauteous maiden, writes her elaborate poems, 
and performs amazing adventures in order to secure her favor. The 
parallel is striking and it is difficult to reject completely the hypothesis 
of Mohammedan influence. 

Whatever its origin, the courtly tradition had profound influence on 
aristocratic society as it spread from Languedoc throughout Europe. 
The wealthier nobles spent an increasing amount of their time at the 
great castles where the new ideas had taken root, and their violent 
manners were softened by the demand for social graces. The poorer 
knights might not attend the courts of the great lords, but they felt it 
necessary to imitate their superiors as far as possible. Even more im- 
portant was the influence of the idea of romantic love. The ancients, as 
well as the men of the early middle ages, thought of love as a sort of 
contagious disease. It was difficult to avoid this sickness, but a sensible 
man would cure it as soon as possible. The idea of glorifying love, of 
making it the central interest in life and in literature, was new and dis- 
turbing. It conflicted with the customs and morality of the age. There 
could be, at first, no idea of romantic love as a prelude to marriage, for 
marriage was a matter of business, not sentiment. Marriages were ar- 
ranged to ally two families, to unite two fiefs, to cement a coalition, to 
thwart a plot. The personal preferences of the individuals concerned were 
unimportant compared to these economic and political considerations. 
Romantic love had to come after marriage, and it usually took the form 
of adoring some other man’s wife. This was often a perfectly harmless 
social game, but it sometimes led to serious consequences, and adultery 
was often condoned in the name of chivalry. Only gradually was romantic 
love recognized as a means of bringing about marriages rather than as 
a means of breaking them up, and even then it was to have a long strug- 
gle with the older idea of marriage of convenience. The conflict between 
romantic love and family interests has been a commonplace in European 
literature from the end of the middle ages to the present, and in this case 
literature has faithfully reflected life. 

Finally, there was a religious tradition in chivalry, though this was less 
effective than the military and courtly traditions. The Church was wor- 
ried by the growing worldiness of the nobility and, in conformity with 
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its principle of guiding and controlling the new forces in European life, 
it tried to spiritualize chivalry. The true knight was supposed to possess 
not only the military virtues of bravery and loyalty, but also the Chris- 
tian virtues of faith, charity, and humility. Renouncing the pleasures of 
courtly life, he was to combat the enemies of the faith and give aid to 
the weak and helpless. Ecclesiastical rites were introduced in the cere- 
mony of making a knight, and many knights took a vow to assist the 
Church in its work. Thus chivalry absorbed a religious flavor which 
justified its existence in the eyes of medieval society. How effective the 
religious element in chivalry was, is another matter. It may have pre- 
vented the nobles of the thirteenth century from becoming completely 
absorbed in worldly pleasures, but it certainly did not make them act 
as if they were members of a lay religious order. During the century they 
showed increasing reluctance to make any sacrifices for the Church and 
increasing preoccupation with secular interests and amusements. 

The centers of chivalric life until the end of the thirteenth century 
were the courts of the greater French nobles. The kings of France and 
England, with the single exception of Richard Lionheart, were either 
too busy or too pious for such elaborate triflings. The nobles of Germany 
lacked the wealth and the leisure necessary for a fully developed court 
life, while the nobles of Italy had become urbanized and were uninter- 
ested in the military aspects of chivalry. But in France the greater barons 
were civilized enough to enjoy social life, wealthy enough to afford ex- 
pensive festivities, and active enough to engage in warlike sports. Chiv- 
alry began, as we have seen, in the courts of southern France in the 
twelfth century. In this region there was special emphasis on the courtly 
side of the movement and on the cult of romantic love. Many of the 
southern nobles became famous as poets: a petty vassal like Bertran 
de Born and a great king like Richard Lionheart (who was educated in 
.\quitaine) are both reckoned among the troubadours. The court of 
Eleanor of .Aquitaine was a center of this activity, and was also one of the 
focal points from which chivalry spread to the Xorth. By the end of the 
twelfth century the new ideas had taken root in the provinces beyond the 
Loire, and the court of Champagne was rivaling the older centers of the 
South, Thus the destruction of the civilization of the Midi by the Al- 
bigensian Crusade did not stop the development of chivalry, since it was 
already acclimated in the Xorth. The northern barons emphasized the 
military and religious aspects of chivalry. They preferred tournaments to 
love-making, and seldom centered their whole lives around devotion to a 
lady. But. while they changed the proportions, the essential ingredients 
of the mixture remained the same. The northern nobles did not make a 
cult of romantic love, but they were anxious to impress the ladies and to 
gain a reputation for good manners. As a result, tournaments were better 
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regulated and less bloody, and more attention was given to social accom- 
plishments. Northern nobles played the proper parlor games, told stories, 
sang songs, and even composed verses, though this last activity was less 
common than it had been in Languedoc. In Champagne, as in Aquitaine, 
chivalry was the code of the gentleman : it taught him to do his duty to 
God and his lord, to deal courteously with members of his class, and to 
be a good companion and an entertaining lover. English and German 
lords sent their sons to French courts to learn this code, and by the four- 
teenth century it was well established in all countries north of the Alps. 
Thus a common European tradition of the proper behavior for a gentle- 
man was created, and this tradition has persisted, with some modifica- 
tions, to our own day. 

The development of chivalry naturally influenced the vernacular liter- 
ature of the period. Stories and poems written for the nobles reflected 
their new interests, and at the same time spread propaganda for chivalry 
among sections of the aristocracy which had not yet been affected by 
the movement. This influence was not always for the best, since it tended 
to introduce conventional sentiments and stereotyped situations into the 
older literary forms. The Provencal love-lyrics, which at first had ex- 
pressed real feeling, rapidly became formal and artificial, and by the end 
of the thirteenth century they had lost all vitality. Almost any one could 
grind out these verses; every one knew the conventional rhymes and 
epithets. This practice in versifying had a certain mechanical value in 
perfecting the new techniques of European poetry, but otherwise there 
is little to be said for it. The Provencal poets were more interesting when 
they turned their attention to current religious and political problems, 
and it might be noted that they were less influenced by chivalric conven- 
tions when they wrote on these topics. They were naturally outraged by 
the Albigensian Crusade, and they expressed their feelings in a long 
series of attacks on the Church. The greed and ambition of the clergy 
were satirized, the policies of the papacy were criticized, and enemies 
of the Church, such as Frederick II, were praised. A few troubadours 
urged participation in the crusades as a knightly duty, but most of them 
believed that any movement led by the Church was ipso facto suspect. 
They pointed out that the pope used the crusades for his own political 
purposes, and suggested that most of the money contributed for the 
crusades was misappropriated. These angry verses are important as re- 
flecting the opinions of a certain section of the aristocracy, but they are 
not, on the whole, great poetry. 

The longer narrative poems of northern France were also contam- 
inated by contact with chivalric ideas. In the early years of the century 
some poets were still able to compose chansons de geste which had the 
old sincerity and simplicity, but in general both chanson and Arthurian 
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lay tended to become mere stories of adventure. Some of these stories 
were very well told and are still amusing reading, but as literature they 
rank no higher than an adventure story does today. The characters are 
pasteboard and the plot moves only through the stimuli of unbelievable 
coincidences and fantastic displays of magic. Pious writers tried to re- 
deem the genre by introducing religious motives for adventure, such as 
the search for the Holy Grail, but these stories in turn became conven- 
tionalized. One unknown French writer tried to counteract the drift to 
adventure stories by writing the delicate satire of Aucassin et Nicolette. 
In this story the lover is less of a hero than his lady, and his foreign ad- 
ventures culminate in a battle in which the opponents assail each other 
with pieces of cheese, but this skilful attack on conventional romances 
was never popular in the middle ages. On the whole, we must admit that 
French vernacular poetry declined steadily during the latter part of the 
thirteenth century. 

To some extent the decline of French poetry was balanced by the rise 
of German and Italian verse. Writers in these languages imitated the 
old French forms, but they were less influenced by the conventional ideas 
of chivalry and still had something to say. The German Walter von der 
Vogelweide expressed himself freely and vigorously in the Provenqal 
verse forms and his love-lyrics described real emotions instead of a con- 
ventional pose. Wolfram von Eschenbach told the story of the search 
for the Grail with deep sincerity and great effectiveness. In Italy the 
first vernacular poetry was a mere imitation of Provencal works, but 
by the end of the century the Tuscan poets were showing that it was 
possible to achieve new and striking effects with the old forms. These 
experiments culminated in the work of Dante,' in which the structure 
and rhyme-scheme of a love-lyric was used to convey the most profound 
religious and philosophical ideas. Yet Italy and Germany did not escape 
the influences which were crippling French poetry. By the end of the 
century the tendency to emphasize elaborate rhyme-schemes instead of 
content in lyric poetry, and adventure instead of depiction of character 
in narrative poems was evident in both countries. 

A more fortunate consequence of the new interests of the nobility was 
the rise of French prose. A knight living in a great court could no longer 
be completely uncultured, there were certain things which every gentle- 
man had to know. Hence the flood of elementary treatises on everything 
from theology to table manners, and the one-volume encyclopedias 
such as the Livre dou Tresor of Brunette Latini. Hence also the trans- 
lations of important Latin works which we have already considered. 
Every gentleman might not know Latin, but every gentleman was sup- 
posed to know French, since French was the language of chivalry. The 

' For a fuller discussion of Dante's work see below, p. 508. 
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Italian Brunette Latini wrote his encyclopedia in French “parceque 
c’est la plus noble langue dou temps.” One might almost say that the 
aristocracy was trying to attone for the increasing triviality of its fa- 
vorite verse by devoting itself to these very solid and often very dull 
prose treatises. French didactic works of the thirteenth century have 
little to recommend them from a literary point of view, yet they had 
an important influence on the development of French literature. In 
their struggles to make Latin learning available in the vernacular, French 
writers increased their vocabulary and improved their syntax. As a result 
French prose was much more highly developed than that of any other 
country in the middle ages and gradually gained those qualities of clarity 
and precision which gave it a preeminent position in the modern period. 
Even more important than these didactic works were the narratives 
written, or rather dictated, by members of the French aristocracy. In 
keeping with chivalric principles, these men wished to record the heroic 
exploits which they had witnessed. The most famous of these narratives 
are Villehardouin’s Conquete de Constantinople and Joinville’s Vie de 
St. Louis. The first describes the Fourth Crusade ; the second is primarily 
an account of Louis’ adventures in Egypt and Syria during the Sixth 
Crusade. Both are written in a simple, direct style and reveal the char- 
acter of the aristocracy as no other records do. They are masterpieces of 
prose, and French is the only European language which can make such 
a claim for a work of the thirteenth century. 

Certain poems of the thirteenth century must be classified with di- 
dactic works in prose. They were written primarily to convey information 
and they covered the same subjects as the prose works. The versification 
was a mere sugar-coating, added to make it easier to swallow and retain 
the facts. At its worst it was pure doggerel ; at its best it was technically 
perfect but uninspired. Nothing was safe from these earnest versifiers ; 
the Bible, Ovid, theological works, medical treatises and moral tracts 
were all translated into French verse. Some of the original compositions 
are more interesting, especially the rhymed chronicles and biographies. 
A good example of this last class is the Histoire de Guillaume le Marechal 
— the life of that fortunate knight who eventually became Regent of 
England and saved the throne for Henry III in the troubled years fol- 
lowing Magna Carta. There are also the elaborate allegories, which 
seem dull to modern readers but which fascinated the aristocracy of the 
thirteenth century. Medieval men had always found it easier to under- 
stand abstract ideas when they were personified and had always enjoyed 
discovering hidden meanings in concrete facts. These tendencies were 
evident at the very beginning of the period in the work of Martianus 
Capella and Gregory the Great, but they reached a new height in the 
thirteenth century. Amusing examples of this love of allegory may be 
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found in the bestiaries, where marvelous tales about animals are used 
to illustrate points of the Christian faith. Thus the pelican which feeds 
its young with its own blood portrays the Crucifixion, while the lion-cub, 
born dead but revived after three days by its father’s voice, signifies the 
Resurrection. 

The most famous allegory of the thirteenth century is the Roman de 
la Rose, a long poem which begins as an idealization of courtly love and 
ends as an encyclopedia. The first part, written by Guillaume de Lorris, 
is an attempt to describe the psychology of falling in love. But instead 
of reproducing the thoughts of the lover, and his lady, the Rose, as a 
modern novelist would do, Guillaume personifies all their ideas and 
emotions. The element of adventure is furnished by the struggle which 
goes on among these abstractions; for example, Reason opposes Love 
and Fair-Welcome is imprisoned by Jealousy. Guillaume shows us 
courtly love at its best ; the lover must shun everything foul in order to 
be worthy of his lady. There are many charming passages in this part 
of the poem, but as a whole it is always conventional and often tedious. 
Guillaume never finished his work, but the story was continued, some 
years later, by Jean de Meung. Jean carried on the allegory and eventu- 
ally allowed the lover to possess his lady, but he was not greatly im- 
pressed by the conventions of courtly love. He was a bourgeois, and, like 
most members of his class, he was suspicious of high-flown idealism and 
very much interested in hard facts. He aired his prejudices and dis- 
played his knowledge in interminable lectures which he placed in the 
mouths of his allegorical characters. He repeated all the old stories about 
the fickleness of women and all the satires about the greed and hypocrisy 
of the clergy ; he summarized what he knew of science, medicine, theol- 
ogy, and etiquette. Some of Jean’s criticism of contemporary society is 
very amusing, but his work is unoriginal, badly organized, and much too 
long. It may seem surprising that a poem as inconsistent, as pedantic 
and as long as the Roman de la Rose should ever have been popular, but 
the evidence of the manuscripts cannot be contradicted. Hundreds of 
copies still exist ; every well-educated gentleman or bourgeois knew the 
work. It contained everything which interested men of the thirteenth 
century — chivalry, allegory, idealism, satire, and popular science. It 
summed up the lay culture of the age, and in doing so it illustrated some 
of tlie dangers which threatened the Church. It idealized worldly love 
and criticized the clergy ; even more important, it testified to the exist- 
ence of a large class of educated laymen. The Church was losing its 
monopoly of scholarship and this was an important factor in undermin- 
ing its leadership. 

Chivalry affected the material as well as the intellectual standards of 
the aristocracy. It demanded a higher standard of living, more splendor 
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on great occasions, more comfort in everyday life. Even the nobles who 
paid little attention to social conventions were anxious to possess the 
new luxuries, and luxuries, as usual, soon became necessities. Every one 
wanted more comfortable living quarters, and the old stone towers, half- 
fort and half-storeroom, were generally abandoned. The great barons 
constructed elaborate buildings protected by a surrounding ring-wall, 
lesser men built stone houses which gave them more space and greater 
privacy. Clothing became more elaborate and more expensive, as every 
moralist pointed out, while the new, improved plate-armor cost much 
more than the old chain-mail. Tournaments, banquets, and other enter- 
tainments absorbed the greater part of the income of some nobles. Be- 
sides these social expenses there were other new demands on the income 
of the nobles. Even though they were a privileged class they did not 
entirely escape the increased costs of better government. As we have 
seen, the barons who tried to maintain their political independence were 
forced to spend large sums in building fortifications and hiring bureau- 
crats and soldiers. Those who left the burden of government to their 
superiors found that they were often called on for financial aid. The 
substitution of litigation for private wars was not an unmixed blessing, 
for many law-suits were more bitterly contested than any battle and a 
stubborn litigant could be ruined by court expenses and lawyers’ fees. 
All these new expenses were made more burdensome by the fact that 
prices increased, slowly but steadily, during the thirteenth century, 
while the income of many nobles was fixed by custom or charter. 

In these circumstances it is not surprising that the financial position 
of the nobility became precarious during the thirteenth century. Matters 
were made worse by the fact that most members of the aristocracy felt 
it beneath their dignity to worry about money. They believed that their 
rank entitled them to a high standard of living, and chivalry reinforced 
this tendency toward extravagance with its emphasis on conspicuous 
waste. Largesse, that is open-handed spending and giving, was one of 
the great chivalric virtues, and the wandering minstrels never let their 
patrons forget that the generous knight would be praised in their songs, 
while the thrifty soul would be damned as a mean-spirited miser. Some 
nobles resisted this social pressure and succeeded, in spite of many diffi- 
culties, in increasing their incomes. They leased their lands for short 
terms and so profited from the rising value of real estate ; they collected 
everything due, and some things which were not due, from their peasants ; 
they kept careful records of income and expense. These business-like 
nobles seem to have been especially common in England, where several 
books on estate-management were written during the thirteenth century. 
But even in England these men were in a minority and the average noble, 
faced with rising prices and increasing expenses, usually solved his prob- 
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lem by borrowing. Since the money was used for current expenses in- 
stead of productive purposes, this was often a fatal step. The nobles 
were such poor financial risks that interest rates were fantastically high, 
and if a loan ran for a few years the interest would amount to many times 
the principal. There was little opportunity for the average noble to save 
enough from his regular income to pay such a debt, and only the greatest 
lords could flatly repudiate their obligations. Kings and princes of the 
thirteenth century had developed the lucrative, if somewhat oppressive 
practice of taking over all the credits of their money-lenders from time 
to time, and this naturally made them uphold the sanctity of contracts. 
Men who had influence at court might succeed in persuading the ruler 
to reduce the amount of their debt, but others had to resort to more 
humiliating expedients. They might sell part of their land to meet their 
obligations and so lose income and status. They might become mercenary 
soldiers, in which case their chances of regaining an independent income 
were very slight. Worst of all, they might marry the daughters of wealthy 
burgess families and so redeem their lands at the cost of social humilia- 
tion. Unfortunately for the nobles, even these desperate expedients were 
not always successful in averting disaster. Many families were utterly 
unable to secure enough money to preserve their social position ; they 
ceased to “live nobly,” as the chroniclers put it. They lost their lands ; 
they had to work for their living, and they soon became absorbed in the 
great mass of common people. There was a striking decrease in the num- 
ber of knightly families in certain parts of Europe during the thirteenth 
century, and this decrease was almost certainly caused by financial 
difficulties. 

The difficult economic position of the nobility during the thirteenth 
century explains much of their behavior. They could not afford to oppose 
the growing administrative and judicial power of kings and princes, but 
they fought taxation bitterly because it reduced their income. They 
gradually lost interest in the crusades because they could not afford the 
voyage overseas. They became suspicious of Rome and hostile to for- 
eigners because they felt that these outsiders were making off with money 
which might have gone to them. They became more class-conscious be- 
cause they felt that their position as a class was threatened by financial 
insecurity. They talked longingly of the good old days, yet they were 
in no position to act as a real conservative force in medieval society. 
They were too fond of their luxuries to upset the new economic order 
which made those luxuries possible. They were too devoted to worldly 
pleasures and too harassed by worldly cares to wish to protect or restore 
the leadership of the Church. They wanted to preserve their old priv- 
ileges, which they could no longer justify by their political services, and 
at the same time they demanded a share of the new wealth, which they 
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had done little to create. Frustrated and trapped by forces which they 
could neither understand nor control, by the fourteenth century they 
were ready for any reckless adventure which promised to increase their 
influence and their income. 


4. Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — the Bourgeoisie 

The thirteenth century was a golden age for the inhabitants of the 
towns. The nobility and clergy might suffer, but the bourgeoisie profited 
from the new economic organization of Europe. Commerce and manu- 
facturing increased, urban populations became larger, and new forms 
of business activity began to appear. The growing wealth of the towns 
was reflected in their increased political importance. In the western 
monarchies, representatives of the towns were summoned to national 
assemblies, while in Italy and Germany the leagues of independent city- 
states often had a decisive influence in the struggles between rival rulers. 
The attitudes and beliefs of the bourgeoisie became important because 
of their wealth and political power. Their behavior affected that of other 
classes and by the end of the thirteenth century European civilization 
had acquired, for the first time, certain bourgeois characteristics. There 
was more interest in practical knowledge, more desire for immediate 
worldly gains, more use of business methods by ecclesiastical and secular 
governments, more scepticism about the value of ideals and distant, 
future rewards. Other forces, of course, played a part in this shift of 
attitudes, but the influence and example of the bourgeoisie were among 
the chief causes. 

All these phenomena were especially evident in Italy, the region in 
which the towns had the greatest wealth, the most complete independ- 
ence, and the most fully developed bourgeois culture. Mediterranean 
trade was still the most profitable branch of European commerce, and 
the Italian towns still dominated this trade. They had some competition 
from western ports such as Marseilles and Barcelona, but these towns 
had neither the shipping nor the overseas establishments necessary to 
secure a really important share of the trade. Prosperity increased the 
population of the Italian towns and these two factors, in turn, ensured 
their political independence. We have already seen how Frederick II 
was defeated in his attempts to subdue the Italian communes, and no 
later king dared renew the plan. Charles of .‘\njou, the French conqueror 
of Naples and Sicily, did succeed in placing garrisons in some Tuscan 
towns, thanks to local party conflicts, but this led to no permanent 
results. By the end of the century the towns of Lombardy and Tuscany 
were, in fact, independent city-states, controlling the whole northern 
half of the peninsula. In these circumstances it is not surprising that 
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townsmen dominated the intellectual and artistic life of Italy. Nowhere 
else were educated laymen so numerous and nowhere else could the 
towns support so many artists and writers. The earliest Italian writers, 
sculptors, and painters were all drawn from the bourgeoisie and their 
work was produced primarily for members of their own class. 

The towns of the North could not compare with those of Italy in 
wealth and influence. In England and France the kings were careful to 
keep control over their municipalities. They granted them many rights 
of local self-government, but the desires of the towns were never allowed 
to interfere with the interests of the central government. French and 
English townsmen were prosperous, but their trade did not approach 
that of the Italians in value. Moreover, the Italian towns dominated the 
surrounding rural districts and exploited the peasants, while in England 
and France the nobles still controlled this source of wealth. This eco- 
nomic division naturally caused a cultural division in the northern coun- 
tries. In Italy the nobles lived in the towns and shared the intellectual 
and artistic tastes of the bourgeoisie, while in the North they lived in the 
country and set their own standards. As we have seen, the northern 
nobles had a romantic, idealistic literature of their own, and while it was 
influenced to some extent by the realistic and satirical literature of the 
bourgeoisie, the two types did not blend completely. 

The towns of Germany and the Low Countries had greater political 
freedom than those of England and France, but they were far from 
having the position of the Italian communes. The counts and dukes of 
the Netherlands never lost complete control of their towns, though they 
had to grant them many privileges. Even Ghent and Bruges, the wealthi- 
est communities in the region, could not ignore the wishes of the count 
of Flanders, and their repeated revolts never gave them complete in- 
dependence. Some German towns remained in a similar position, but 
others gained practical independence as imperial free cities. These Ger- 
man towns, however, were not very wealthy ; they dealt largely in bulky 
commodities, such as salt, timber, flsh and furs, which yielded small 
profits for each voyage. They seldom controlled the agricultural lands 
in their immediate neighborhood and were often ringed around by the 
castles of hostile and greedy nobles. Hence no German town became a 
territorial power like Venice or Florence, though leagues of German 
cities did have some political influence. The division between rural re- 
gions controlled by the nobles and urban centers dominated by the bour- 
geoisie had the same results in the Low Countries and Germany that it 
did in England and France. In Flanders, the most thickly settled region 
of the North, the nobles were influenced, to some extent, by bourgeois 
attitudes and beliefs. Yet even in Flanders the two cultures were not 
completely amalgamated, and elsewhere they remained fairly distinct. 
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The century-old preeminence of the Italian cities explains why most 
of the new forms of economic organization originated south of the Alps. 
The most important innovation in the thirteenth century was the de- 
velopment of commercial banking. Italian merchants had to transact 
business in dozens of different currencies and they frequently received 
or made payments in foreign coins. They naturally wanted expert assist- 
ance in determining the relationships between different currencies, and 
they were glad to find specialists who would buy or sell foreign exchange 
as needed. The money-changers who performed these operations were not, 
at first, very wealthy. They came largely from the inland towns, such 
as Florence and Milan, which had only the crumbs of Mediterranean 
trade. But if they had the necessary knowledge they were almost certain 
to profit on every transaction; there was much less risk in changing 
money than in sending a ship to .Acre or Alexandria. Thus they gradually 
built up a surplus of liquid capital, and by the thirteenth century they 
were ready to engage in real banking functions. They were able to main- 
tain agents in the principal commercial centers of the European world, 
and this in turn made it possible to perform much of their work through 
simple bookkeeping operations. If, for example, a papal agent had col- 
lected five hundred pounds of a crusading tithe in England and the pope 
wished the money transferred to a French noble, the money-changers 
could accomplish the transaction without shipping actual coins. Their 
English agent would receive the money and add it to the firm’s working 
capital in England, while their French agent would pay out five hundred 
pounds from their French resources. It is evident that this type of trans- 
action, in which credit was extended only while the books were being 
balanced, would soon lead to real loans, for several months, or even 
several years. These loans were often secured by assignments of future 
revenues, especially revenue from taxation, and so the money-lenders 
were often obliged to act as tax-collectors for kings and popes. Thus by 
the end of the thirteenth century the Italian money-changers had become 
commercial bankers. They received deposits, paid out money on order 
of their depositors, made short-term loans and acted as financial agents 
for governments. The pope, the king of England, and the king of France 
all had their favorite bankers and these men often exercised great in- 
fluence in political affairs. 

The Italians did not have an actual monopoly of the banking business, 
but they took the cream and left their competitors the skim milk. They 
alone had the capital to make large-scale loans and the organization to 
finance wide-ranging operations. They were often able to disguise their 
interest charges by various devices, such as underestimating the value 
of revenues assigned them, or collecting penalties for delayed payments. 
Even when they openly charged interest they were usually able to keep 
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the rate lower than that of their competitors. The Templars were their 
only real rivals, and the Templars usually restricted themselves to the 
respectable, but relatively unprofitable business of receiving deposits 
and transferring funds. Even in France, where the Temple functioned 
as a royal treasury, the king found that he needed the assistance of the 
Italians whenever he was faced with unusual expenses and wanted to 
anticipate his revenues. Other bankers and money-lenders were less 
important. The Jews were reduced to making small personal loans on 
poor security at high rates of interest. Such loans were usually for un- 
productive purposes and attempts to collect them made the Jews very 
unpopular. They had been treated fairly decently in the twelfth century, 
but the thirteenth century was an age of growing anti-Semitism, which 
culminated in the expulsion of the Jews from England in 1290 and from 
France in 1306. The local Christian money-lenders who began to ap- 
pear in various northern countries toward the end of the century, en- 
gaged in much the same sort of business as the Jews. The South French, 
or Caorsins ' as they were called, had an especially evil reputation. Some 
Flemish money-lenders had enough money to rise above the loan-shark 
level, but there were not enough of them to take over the international 
banking operations of the Italians. The great financiers of the thirteenth 
century were all Lombards or Tuscans, and Lombard was practically a 
synonym for banker in France and England. 

The rise of banking was merely the most striking aspect of a more 
general phenomenon, the rise of the capitalist. Of course, every medieval 
merchant was to some extent a capitalist, since every purchase of goods 
was a capital investment. But the early merchant invested his labor, his 
knowledge, and sometimes even his life, as well as his money, and these 
intangible investments were largely responsible for his profits. By the 
thirteenth century, however, it was possible to invest money alone, and 
let other men furnish labor and expert knowledge and run the physical 
risks. For example, a wealthy Italian might assist in financing a voyage 
to the Levant, and receive a share of the profits in return for his money. 
He would not make the voyage, nor assist in buying and selling the 
cargo ; his one function was to supply some of the capital. This is an 
extreme case ; in other fields the capitalist usually contributed his organ- 
izing ability as well as his money. The cloth industry, with its numerous 
specialized operations, offered an attractive field for this sort of work, 
and by the end of the thirteenth century many Italians and Flemings 
had grasped the opportunity. The basic idea was simple enough; the 
merchant would buy raw materials and pay wages to the different crafts- 
men who worked on them, instead of buying semi-finished or finished 
goods from independent artisans. But it required considerable skill to 

^ From Cahors, a small town of Languedoc, 
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carry it out. A balance had to be kept between the three main stages of 
production — cleaning and spinning, weaving, and finishing and dying — 
and different tactics had to be used with the laborers in each stage. The 
spinners were unorganized home workers, while the dyers were highly 
skilled, very class-conscious craftsmen. In between were the weavers, 
weaker than the dyers because their trade could be learned more easily, 
but still a turbulent, self-assertive group. In these conditions it is not 
surprising that none of the capitalists who tried to organize the cloth 
industry was able to operate on a very large scale. 

Banking and capitalistic organization of industry were new in the 
thirteenth century, and for that very reason they were not typical of the 
age. They were eventually to destroy the medieval economic system, but 
they had done nothing more than strain it before 1300. Capitalism is 
essentially individualistic, and the ordinary townsman of the middle 
ages was not yet ready to abandon his belief in the advantages, and in- 
deed, the necessity of strong communal organization. Capitalism is based 
openly on the profit motive, and the bourgeoisie were not yet ready to 
admit that this was the driving force in life. The Church still had in- 
fluence in the towns, and the Church taught that it was sihful to seek 
the largest possible profit. The merchant should be content with a just 
price, which would repay him for the cost of his materials and his labor ; 
he should not try to profit from the necessity of the buyer. Conversely, 
the buyer should not rob the merchant of his just return by taking ad- 
vantage of an oversupply of the articles he was selling. The Church 
would no more have admitted that the principle of supply and demand 
should dominate economic activity than a doctor would admit that the 
principle of the survival of the fittest should dominate his medical prac- 
tice. Profit-seeking was avarice, interest-taking was usury, and the 
Church thought that both these sins, which showed a corrupt use of the 
intelligence, were much worse than the purely physical offenses which 
arose from momentary yielding to lust or anger. The bourgeoisie would 
hardly have gone this far, but the great majority would have agreed in 
denouncing unlimited competition and the free working of the law of 
supply and demand. They wanted security, not unrestricted opportunity 
to rise and to fall. They wanted moderate profits for a whole group, not 
large profits for one man and a bare living for the rest. They joined the 
clergy and the nobility in denouncing money-lenders, and they created 
institutions which checked, for a time, the rise of the capitalist. 

The most important of these institutions were the gilds. Gilds existed 
in northern Europe in the twelfth century, and in Italy even earlier, but 
they were neither as well organized nor as specialized as they became 
in the thirteenth century. By 1300 a gild usually included only the men 
who did one particular kind of work ; thus the pastry-cooks did not be- 
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long to the same gild as the bakers, and the tanners, saddle-makers, 
shoe-makers and shoe-repairers all had separate organizations. The chief 
purpose of a gild was to obtain a monopoly for its members ; in return 
it guaranteed fair prices and good workmanship. In towns in which the 
gilds were strong no one could engage in any trade without joining the 
appropriate organization. Each gild was restricted to the use of certain 
materials; substitutes could not be used to cheapen the product and 
expensive materials could not be added to make it more attractive to the 
purchaser. Gild members were not supposed to take advantage of their 
fellows by cutting prices, or by working at night or on holidays. Thus, 
in theory, every member of the gild produced about the same amount of 
finished goods, which were of uniform quality and sold at a uniform 
price. In practice, of course, skill and industry enabled some gildsmen to 
make more money than others, but the difference could never be very 
great. The poorest gild member was bound to get a certain amount of 
business; the richest could never hope to dominate the market. The 
gilds also acted as religious and charitable associations. They contributed 
to the building and upkeep of churches and organized special religious 
services. They aided sick members and took care of the widows and 
children of those who died. In this, as in some of their other activities, 
they resembled modern trade-unions. It should always be remembered, 
however, that the gilds were dominated by the masters, that is, the 
employers, rather than by the journeymen wage-earners, and that their 
chief interests were those of an association of small retailers. 

In later centuries the gilds were denounced as selfish and reactionary 
organizations which throttled initiative and protected incompetence. 
By the end of the middle ages they were doubtless guilty of many op- 
pressive practices, though the motives of the men who attacked them 
were not always as unselfish as they seemed. But in the thirteenth cen- 
tury the gilds seem to have performed many real services and to have 
done comparatively little harm. They did not make it difficult for a man 
to enter a trade, nor did they unduly prolong the period of training. Boys 
taken on as apprentices became journeymen, that is, fully paid em- 
ployees, in a relatively short time. The seven-year apprenticeship, com- 
mon in later years, was at first rare. Journeymen did not find it impossi- 
ble to save money and open shops of their own; the elaborate rules 
which restricted the number of masters and set up family monopolies 
of certain crafts were made, for the most part, in the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries. Even the rules regulating manufacturing methods 
were not unduly restrictive in the thirteenth century. They were not, as 
yet, very specific, and they do not seem to have prevented important 
technological changes in such operations as weaving. Finally, it should 
be remembered that many towns had no gilds and that there were un- 
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organized occupations even in the gild towns, so that individuals who 
could not enter a gild still had a chance to find urban employment. It 
does not appear that these unorganized workers were any more prosper- 
ous, or any more progressive, than the gild-brethren. The tendency to 
stabilize prices, production, and employment was very strong in the 
thirteenth century, and if there were no gild regulations, custom or 
municipal ordinances might take their place. Only the great interna- 
tional merchants and bankers could escape these influences, and these 
men did not yet dominate town life. 

All the forces of thirteenth century business and commerce can be 
seen at work in the four little towns of eastern France where the famous 
fairs of Champagne were held. During most of the year these towns, 
Provins, Lagny, Bar-sur-Seine and Bar-sur-Aube resembled all the other 
small municipalities of the neighborhood. They had their gilds, which 
produced goods for local consumption, and their bourgeois courts and 
councils, which had limited rights of government. But at certain times 
each of these towns, in turn, was overrun by a horde of merchants, 
money-lenders, brokers, carriers, peddlers, minstrels, and vagabonds 
who came from the four corners of Europe. Thanks to the fact that they 
lay on one of the great North-South trade-routes, thanks also to the wise 
policy of the counts of Champagne who granted safe-conduct and free 
passage to merchants, these towns had become focal points of European 
commerce. There the cloth of Flanders was exchanged for the Oriental 
goods imported through Italy ; there the bankers settled their dealings 
in foreign exchange and arranged their credits. Important loans were 
regularly paid at the fairs of Champagne, wherever they had been con- 
tracted, for the borrower was sure to find both a market for his goods 
and a banker who could arrange for the transfer of the money. Yet, even 
in the midst of this individualistic and capitalistic activity, the older 
medieval principles of cooperation and group responsibility could not 
be forgotten. Foreign merchants were often made to answer for the debts 
and misdemeanors of their compatriots, whether or not they had any 
business relationships with them. The French government often regu- 
lated the Lombards as a group, in spite of the intense municipal and 
personal rivalries which divided them. Therefore the foreign merchants 
found it wise to organize under “captains,” to accept some responsibility 
for one another’s actions, and to negotiate with public authorities as a 
group and not as individuals. Even the men of Languedoc did not feel 
entirely safe in northern France and accepted the leadership of the cap- 
tain of Montpellier. The fact that international traders and bankers 
found corporate organization necessary on some occasions explains the 
strength of the gilds of the thirteenth century. If the wealthiest and most 
powerful members of the bourgeoisie did not feel secure when they stood 
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alone, it is not surprising that the ordinary retailer or artisan felt it 
necessary to submerge himself in his gild. 

The increase in wealth and business activity was on the whole favor- 
able to the development of municipal institutions. The old hostility to 
self-governing towns had almost disappeared, and most thirteenth cen- 
tury rulers were quite willing to let urban communities regulate their 
own affairs. The kings of France and England were careful to reserve the 
rights to tax, to hear appeals from town courts, and to confirm local 
officials and ordinances, but they were generous in granting charters to 
any place which had the slightest semblance of commercial activity. The 
older towns of France and England improved their administrative sys- 
tems and often gained additional privileges, while the municipalities of 
Germany and Italy became practically independent. Yet, by the end of 
the thirteenth century there were definite indications that municipal 
institutions were not functioning properly and some towns had already 
surrendered their rights of government to outside authorities. Internal 
dissensions, suppressed as long as the towns had to face the hostility of 
the clergy and nobility, emerged when security was achieved. All the 
inhabitants of the towns did not share equally in the new prosperity, 
and a sharp class division between the rich and the poor appeared. The 
old families who had grown up with the towns and owned the most valu- 
able building sites, the great merchants who engaged in international 
trade, the bankers and dealers in luxury goods merged to form an urban 
patriciate. Legally or otherwise, the patriciate gained control of town 
governments. Many municipal constitutions were based on the principle 
of a self-perpetuating board of directors, and in such places the oligarchs 
merely rotated the offices among the members of the ruling families. 
In other towns the assembly of all citizens was supposed to have full 
power, but the patriciate found it easy to dominate these assemblies by 
persuasion, bribery, or threats. 

The government of an urban aristocracy was almost always selfish 
and shortsighted and not infrequently corrupt. Financial administra- 
tion was especially bad ; money was borrowed at ruinous rates of in- 
terest, unnecessary expenses were incurred, and taxes were unfairly 
apportioned. It is only fair to say that this situation was aggravated 
in France and England by the constant demands of the kings for 
money, but royal,, taxation alone does not explain the financial diffi- 
culties of the towns. In the second half of the thirteenth century condi- 
tions were already so bad in many towns that the poorer inhabitants 
rebelled against the oppressive government of the rich. When such re- 
bellions took place in a country with a strong central government, the 
ruler was naturally inclined to intervene and to restore order at the ex- 
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pense of municipal liberty. Louis IX of France, in spite of his respect for 
established rights, found it necessary to put several towns in receiver- 
ship and to administer them through his own officials. His less scrupulous 
successors used every disturbance as an excuse to revoke or modify town 
charters. In Italy, where there was no king to intervene, conflicting class 
interests caused almost continuous civil war in some towns. These con- 
flicts, in turn, cleared the way for the dictators, the Italian tyrants of 
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. After 1300 the self-governing 
towns were on the defensive all over Europe. Few new charters were 
issued, and existing liberties were threatened by internal revolt, royal 
pressure, and the rise of the despots. 

Life in a thirteenth century town was exciting, if not very comfortable. 
Most activities were carried on in the streets or public places. Markets 
and public assemblies were held in the open air, and the most famous 
revivalists preached their sermons in the squares in front of the churches 
or in the fields just outside the city. Peddlers wandered through the 
streets, calling their wares — fish, meat, honey, onions, cheese, old clothes, 
pepper, charcoal — and the town criers periodically announced important 
news. Most shops had no front walls or windows, and were separated 
from the street only by a counter, so that passers-by could see all that was 
being done within. On holidays the young people danced in the open 
places and even in the cemeteries, much to the indignation of the clergy, 
while the men attended their gild-meetings or engaged in cock-fighting, 
bull-baiting, wrestling and other sports. There was always something in- 
teresting to see, something new to know, and this intensely social life at- 
tracted men in the thirteenth century just as it does now. Unfortunately, 
it had its usual results — overcrowding, dirt, and disease. To guard 
against raids by hostile forces, it was essential that the town be enclosed 
by a wall, and there was seldom enough space within the wall for people 
to live decently. During the thirteenth century most towns enlarged 
their walls — some of them two or three times — but this gave only tempo- 
rary relief. It has been calculated that the density of population in Lon- 
don in 1379 was about that of Manhattan Island in 1905, and the over- 
crowding was certainly greater in London because the average house 
was only two or three stories high. Whole families slept in one room 
and houses were built on bridges, town walls, and even in the moats to 
ease the strain. Town buildings before 1200 were generally made of 
wood, but during the thirteenth century many municipal governments 
tried to increase the use of brick or stone. They often ruled that party- 
walls could not be made of wood, but these ordinances were not well 
enforced and disastrous fires frequently occurred. Most streets were very 
narrow ; only the main thoroughfares leading from the gates to church 
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and market-place were wide enough for a cart. In Paris the most im- 
portant streets were not more than twenty feet wide, and the others 
ranged from five to ten feet in width. There was not much light or air 
in these narrow lanes, especially since the upper stories of the houses 
often projected several feet beyond the building line. Each householder 
was supposed to keep the street in front of his house clean, and it was 
absolutely forbidden to throw garbage and other refuse into the public 
ways, but it was difficult to enforce these rules. Street-cleaning usually 
depended on the rain, which washed rubbish down the gutters in the 
middle, or on scavenging birds and pigs. By the end of the thirteenth 
century some cities were advancing beyond the pig-cleaning stage of 
sanitation, and London passed the first of a long series of ordinances 
restricting the right of its citizens to keep live stock in their homes, but 
not all towns were this advanced. It is not surprising that plagues swept 
through one town after another, and that many places ceased to grow 
after 1300. 

Town-dwellers were separated from the rest of the population, not 
only by their wall, but also by their way of life. They were businessmen 
in an agricultural world and traders in a society which suspected the 
basic motives for trade. They understood the mysterious ways of money ; 
they engaged in operations which endangered the welfare of their souls ; 
they were not ruled by hereditary or divinely appointed officials. Noble, 
cleric, and peasant looked upon the townsman with suspicion, and their 
suspicion was repaid with mocking scorn. The bourgeoisie had its own 
literature, and in that literature the whole medieval system was ridi- 
culed. The most typical products of the bourgeois spirit were the fabliaux 
— short, humorous stories told in verse. They were realistic and quite 
often indecent, since the funniest thing in the world, to most men of 
the middle ages, was a deceived husband. The heroes and heroines of 
the fabliaux were the clever, unscrupulous people who knew how to get 
what they wanted by flattery, trickery, and deceit — the poor clerks who 
stole clothes, dinners, and mistresses from rich priests, or the wives 
who concealed their lovers from their husbands by taking advantage of 
their credulity or superstitions. The victims of the jokes were the stupid 
and idealistic — two qualities which were almost synonymous to a writer 
of fabliaux — and the representatives of established authority. There was 
no respect for w’omen or reverence for the clergy — it is hard to find a 
good woman or an honest priest in the whole collection of stories. Even 
the saints were ridiculed, as in the story of the villein who got into 
heaven by matching every one of his sins with a worse one committed 
by St. Peter. The spirit of the fabliaux appears again in the longer story 
of Reynard the Fox. This was a favorite tale with the merchant class 
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and exists in English, French, and German versions, the last being the 
most complete. It is a direct satire on chivalry and feudalism, both in 
form and content. It apes the style and structure of a romance, with long 
descriptions of court life, war, and battles. But the hero is Reynard, the 
sly, hypocritical, deceitful, revengeful fox, who makes a complete fool 
of the Lion King and his vassals. Reynard takes care of himself and his 
family, but he has no compassion for others and no respect for law or 
religion. His two basic principles are that good people will believe any 
vigorously told lie and that, while it is helpful to have a reputation for 
piety, it is foolish to be restrained by any religious or ethical principles. 

It would be unfair, of course, to assume that all the bourgeoisie re- 
sembled the characters of the fabliaux or Reynard. In our own country 
the cycle of gangster stories and films did not mean that the entire middle 
class had joined the rackets. In both periods the average member of the 
middle class was a conventional, law-abiding citizen who might envy 
the criminal’s freedom from restraint without being ready to imitate 
him. In every medieval city there were hundreds of pious and honest 
men who may have laughed occasionally at the fabliaux, but who read 
by preference serious and edifying books. It must not be forgotten that 
the bourgeoisie played a great part in stimulating the production of those 
works of popular science and theology which have already been dis- 
cussed. But while the fabliaux represented an extreme rather than the 
average, it is significant that they pointed toward an extreme of world- 
liness rather than its opposite. They exaggerated certain bourgeois char- 
acteristics — shrewdness, scepticism, greed — but there is no doubt that 
the bourgeoisie had these characteristics. There was an urban culture 
but no urban code of ethics ; the townspeople were entirely dependent 
upon the Church for any ideas of morality. And while the ordinary thir- 
teenth century bourgeois was not yet ready to give up his belief in the 
teachings of the Church, he was less and less ready to apply those teach- 
ings in his daily life. Christianity was becoming an external force rather 
than an internal stimulus, and even the new energy of the mendicant or- 
ders could not reverse this trend. It was easier to deal with heresy than 
with apathy, and the friars who crushed the Albigensians were eventually 
infected with the worldliness of the more orthodox members of the 
bourgeoisie. The friars were not the only ones to be influenced ; by the 
end of the thirteenth century many other clergymen and some nobles 
had a bourgeois outlook on life. Even the kings were affected, and the 
men who ruled France and England in 1300 resembled Reynard the 
Fox far more closely than Noble the Lion. Bourgeois ideas never won a 
complete victory outside the towns, but they added a new and disturb- 
ing element to the concepts of the ruling classes in the later middle ages. 
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5. Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — the Peasants 

Like the bourgeoisie, the peasants found the thirteenth century a 
golden age. They had freed themselves from the worst abuses of the 
manorial system, and they had not yet become subject to the new tyran- 
nies of the tax-collector and the banker. The number of serfs constantly 
diminished and more and more labor services were commuted for money 
payments. By the end of the century the more fortunate peasants were 
practically in the position of small free farmers. They owed only a fixed 
money rent for their land, and rising prices for agricultural products 
made this rent easy to pay. Even the peasants who still owed labor- 
services and did not have the .security of perpetual leases seem to have 
been prosperous. Their crops sold for good prices and the ordinary feudal 
lord was too careless about financial matters to be an oppressive master. 
The peasants also profited from the long periods of peace and good 
government which most countries enjoyed in the thirteenth century. 
They were more secure than they had been for centuries, and at the 
same time they paid very little for this increased security. Taxation was 
still uncommon, and few thirteenth century peasants complained of the 
financial demands of their governments. 

This general prosperity of the peasant class did not mean that some 
groups were not unhappy and depressed. On the whole the peasants of 
England and Italy were less well off than the peasants of northern France 
and western Germany. In England the landlords were very reluctant to 
surrender any profitable rights over their peasants. Their loss of politi- 
cal power to the king made them anxious to preserve their economic 
privileges, and frequent taxation made them careful about any loss of 
income. As a result there was less freeing of serfs and less commutation 
of labor-services in England than across the Channel. Some English 
lords even reversed the normal trend by increasing the amount of labor- 
services on their manors and by persuading the courts to rule that all 
peasants whose status was not perfectly clear were serfs. In Italy serf- 
dom decayed rapidly, but the Hohenstaufen wars and the feuds between 
the towns caused a great deal of hardship for the peasants. Moreover, 
wealthy Italian merchants invested some of their surplus capital in land 
and paid low wages to agricultural laborers, while exacting exorbitant 
rents from their tenants, so that the townsmen prospered while the 
country people barely made a living. Yet even in Italy and England 
there were many well-to-do peasants and the general standard of living 
was higher than in the early middle ages. 

Another distinction, which had always existed, but which was becom- 
ing more important, was that between the peasant with plow-land and 
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work-animals, and the cottager with a garden-patch and no horses or 
oxen. Only the former could take full advantage of the new opportunities 
to increase his income by renting more land and producing more food 
for the town-market. The cottager had only his labor to sell, and wages, 
as usual, rose less rapidly than prices. As a result, this class lost the 
chance to rise to the position of independent farmers and suffered se- 
verely during the disorders of the next two centuries. 

We know less about the life and beliefs of the peasants than any other 
class. Manorial “extents” are not rare in the thirteenth century, but they 
give only descriptions of the amount and kind of land held by each 
peasant and the rents and services which he owed. For example, an 
English extent tells us that ; 

Hugh Miller holds one virgate of land (25 acres in this case; more com- 
monly 30) in villenage by paying thence to the abbot (of Peterborough) 
3s. Id. Likewise the same Hugh works throughout the whole year except 
one week at Christmas, one week at Easter, and one at Whitsuntide; that 
is, in each week three days, each day with one man, and in autumn each 
day with two men, performing the said works at the will of the said abbot 
as in plowing and other work. Likewise he gives one bushel of wheat for 
benseed and eighteen sheaves of oats for fodder corn. Likewise he gives three 
hens and one cock yearly and five eggs at Easter. Likewise he does carrying 
to Peterborough and to Jakele and nowhere else, at the will of the said abbot. 
Likewise, if he sells a brood mare in his courtyard for ten shillings or more, 
he shall give to the said abbot 4d., and if for less he shall give nothing. He 
gives also merchet [a payment owed if a villein’s daughter married outside 
the manor] and heriot [a sum due when a villein tenant died] and is tallaged 
at the feast of St. Michael at the will of the said abbot.^ 

We can see that these are onerous terms of tenure, and they illustrate 
the fact that the English peasant was worse off than his fellows on the 
continent. But just how onerous were they? What did Hugh have left 
after he had made his payment? How much of a crop could he make 
on his own land when he worked three days a week for his lord ? What 
did he have in the way of work-animals, barnyard fowls, sheep and pigs? 
Did he have a garden and a strip of meadow ? What sort of house did 
he live in ? How many children did he have ? All these things would de- 
termine his standard of living, and no extent gives all this information. 
Another example is furnished by a survey of the possessions of the king 
of France in the region around Rouen, which was made about 1260. A 
typical entry reads : 

At Petit Couronne are seven villein holdings, each worth 3Ss. 8d. Each 
villein owes one load of oats and 5s. for every acre of arable land. He reaps 
one day, and must cut and carry hay from 21 acres of meadow. He pays 
16d. in cash, 5 hens, 20 sheaves of barley and as many of rye, 20 eggs 

* Translated by E. P. Cheyney, in Translations and Reprints, vol. Ill, no. S. 
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and a penny for every pig. These villeins have bought off all their services 
(exclusive of the land-rent), each for 43s. 

Obviously, these men are better off than the English peasant whose 
services were described above. They owe very little labor to their lord 
and have succeeded in commuting what they do owe for a money pay- 
ment. While they pay a much higher rent for their land (Is. an acre ' as 
opposed to lj4d.) this is more than made up for by the absence of week- 
work. Good farmland in Normandy was usually reckoned as worth 2 
to 4s. sterling an acre, so it should not have been difficult for them to 
pay the rent and still have something left over. But once again, how 
much did they have left over after paying for their land and services? 
How much grain could they raise on their land, and what price did they 
get for it in the market ? No one was interested in answering these ques- 
tions ; the lord wanted a list of his dues, not a description of the life of 
a peasant household. 

Literary productions of the thirteenth century give little more infor- 
mation than the manorial extents. Most writers took the peasants for 
granted ; they were mentioned briefly as one of the essential orders of 
society, but they were not worth detailed study. Some of the sermon- 
writers seemed to be annoyed by the increasing independence of the 
peasant class. They criticized their impudence, their reluctance to pay 
the dues which they owed, and their grumbling against persons in au- 
thority. They were especially irritated by the peasants’ unwillingness to 
pay the full amount of the tithes claimed by the Church, and by their 
ignorance and superstitious practices. One French preacher claimed that 
men living in isolated forest and mountain districts did not even know 
the Lord’s Prayer, while they had preserved all sorts of idolatrous festivi- 
ties and ceremonies. But, on the whole, the peasants received little at- 
tention in the sermon-literature of the period. A few general remarks 
usually sufficed for them ; they were told to beware the sin of avarice 
and to serve God in the station to which he had pleased to call them, 
and then the preacher passed to the more spectacular offenses of the 
bourgeoisie and nobility. The peasants also appear in the fabliaux, often 
in no very favorable light. The townsmen of the thirteenth century had 
the usual contempt of city-dwellers for their country cousins, and the 
simple, stupid victims of their humorous stories were frequently peas- 
ants. On the other hand, they disliked the peasants less than they did 
the clergy and petty government officials, and they sometimes gave the 
peasants their revenge by telling how they tricked the village priest and 
the lord’s bailiff. Yet the best that the writers of fabliaux could say of 
the peasants weis that they had a sort of shrewd naivete which might 

^The Norman shilling was worth only 3n the English, so Ss. an acre in Nor- 
mandy would equal Is. sterling. 
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disconcert their superiors. They admired a clever peasant as we might 
admire a clever dog, but they hardly thought of him as being the same 
type of being as themselves. 

Sympathetic and understanding descriptions of peasant life are rare 
in thirteenth century literature. One famous passage occurs in Aucassin 
and Nicolette, where the unconventional author of that disconcerting 
story contrasts the real troubles of a peasant with the sentimental ago- 
nies of the love-sick hero. Aucassin is searching for his lost lady and 
meets a young peasant on the road. 

Tall he was, and marvellously ugly and hideous. His head was bigger 
and blacker than smoked meat; he had very large cheeks and a monstrous 
flat nose with great nostrils; lips redder than uncooked meat and teeth 
yellow and foul. He wore leggings and shoes of ox-hide, wrapped around 
with coarse string to well above the knee. Upon his back was a rough 
cloak, and he stood leaning on a huge club. He asked Aucassin why he 
was weeping, and the young man, ashamed to confess his love, said he had 
lost his favorite greyhound. “Hear him!” cried the peasant scornfully, “you 
make all this lamentation for a filthy dog. Sorrow be his who thinks you 
are worth more. I am the one who has real reason for weeping. I was 
hired by a rich farmer to drive his plough, with a yoke of four oxen. Three 
days ago, by great mischance, I lost the best of my bullocks, Roget. I have 
been looking for him ever since, and have neither eaten nor drunk for 
three days, since I dare not go back to the town, because men would put 
me into prison, as I have no money to pay for my loss. Of all the riches 
of the world I have nought but the rags on my back. My poor old mother, 
too, who had nothing but one worn-out mattress, why, they have taken that 
out from under her and left her lying on the naked straw. That hurts me 
more than my own trouble. For money comes and money goes; if I have 
lost today, why, I may win tomorrow, and I will pay for the ox when pay 
I can. And you — ^you weep aloud for a filthy cur!” '■ 

Certain South German poets were also less scornful of the peasants 
than most writers of the period. The story of Meier Helmbrecht, written 
by a Bavarian about the middle of the thirteenth century, illustrates 
their point of view. It describes the life of a peasant boy who was anxious 
to escape from the drudgery and dull routine of farm life. His father 
was a wealthy peasant, who leased a farm as his father had done before 
him. The boy, encouraged by his mother and sister, was determined to 
seek his fortune as a knight. He persuaded them to make him fine linen 
clothes, not homespun, ornamented with fur of lambs and goats. He had 
a “fine jacket, to make which his mother cut up one of her own skirts, 
and also bought some blue cloth.” His shoes were of real Cordova leather. 
But his greatest glory was in the multitude of buttons which adorned 
his coat — gilded buttons down the back, silver buttons down the front. 

' From Aucassin and Nicolette and Other Mediaval Romances, translated by 
Eugene Mason. 
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“His whole chest is covered with small buttons, yellow, blue, green, red, 
black and white. Whenever he dances, these buttons glisten, so that 
matron and maid follow him with loving glances.” His hair fell down on 
his shoulders in heavy curls, and his cap was a wonderful piece of work, 
embroidered in silk with scenes from history and romance. 

His father’s house was hardly in keeping with his fine clothes. It con- 
tained only a living-room, with a cellar below, and an attic above. 
There was a large stove, on which some of the family slept, a table, a 
bench, and a bed, but no sheets. The food was simple — porridge and 
bread made of rye and oats seem to have been the staples; beer was 
sometimes to be had. 

Young Helmbrecht finally had his way and left home to become a 
knight, much against the will of his father, who feared that his son 
would learn vicious habits. The degeneracy of the knights, their poverty 
and crimes, are insisted upon throughout the poem. They made their 
living by robbery and were noted for their brutality. The whole account 
is notable for the contempt in which the sturdy old peasant held the 
nobles of his day. Also, he had little respect for the clergy. He “paid the 
Church his exact tithes, and nothing more; he would not even give a 
priest a night’s lodging.” 

The old man’s fears were more than realized. The son became a robber 
knight and plundered and oppressed the peasants of his own community. 
The law finally caught up with him, and he suffered the savage penalties 
of the day. Blind, mutilated, and bankrupt, he sought refuge in his old 
home, but his indignant father refused to receive him. As he made his 
way off across the fields some of the peasants recognized their oppressor 
and beat him to death. 

The author of this story may have exaggerated the independence of 
the peasants of his neighborhood, but many of his statements are cor- 
roborated by the poems of Neidhart von Reuenthal. Neidhart was a 
poor noble who lived among the peasants, largely at their expense, until 
he had gathered together enough money to spend some time at court. 
Then he made fun of his former hosts, boasting how the girls preferred 
to dance with him and how jealous the young peasants were. Both the 
fallen prestige of his own class and the relatively advanced position of 
the peasants of South Germany are evident in his work. There were few 
other regions in Europe in which a knight could have lived on such fa- 
miliar terms with villeins, or in which he would have found himself so 
comfortable in a peasant household. 

If we try to summarize the impressions of peasant life which we gather 
from the scanty sources, we should conclude that this class changed 
less than any other in the thirteenth century. The ordinary peasant still 
lived in a poorly constructed one-room hut, and his clothing was rough 
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and simple. He had more food, and probably a greater variety of food, 
than in previous centuries, but his diet was still very monotonous by 
our standards. Even the more prosperous peasants, who increased their 
income by renting additional land, did not reach the level of the well- 
to-do businessmen of the towns. The peasant had greater security, both 
economic and political, than he had had before, but he was still harassed 
by a host of daily cares. There was still no great margin between him 
and disaster; bad weather, sickness, a temporary drop in the price of 
grain, a local war might reduce him to abject poverty. It is no wonder 
that the preachers found that avarice was his besetting sin. The pennies 
had to be counted, and the demands of the lord and the Church ate into 
his slender store of ready money. Like his modern descendant, the thir- 
teenth century villein haggled over prices, was economical of the truth 
in selling his products, and was sometimes guilty of moving boundary 
stones to acquire a few feet of his neighbor’s land. He was usually very 
conservative, for he still lacked the surpluses which make experiment 
possible, and he still needed the support of a closely organized village 
community which could be kept going only through rigid observance of 
custom. He had been little affected by the new ideas and new luxuries 
which were weakening the faith of the upper classes. As a result he was 
usually a staunch supporter of the Church. He might grumble about 
tithes and wax sarcastic at the expense of well-fed, lazy clerics, but he 
still accepted the teachings and the leadership of the Church. The peas- 
ants would gladly have preserved the precarious equilibrium between 
the new forces and the old forms which was established in the thirteenth 
century. Their ignorance and lack of economic and political power re- 
stricted their influence, and they were unable to play a significant part 
in the crisis which was slowly developing in Europe as the thirteenth 
century neared its end. 



CHAPTER XII 

THE CHURCH LOSES ITS LEADERSHIP 


1. The Pontificate of Boniface VIII 

F or the first three-quarters of the thirteenth century the papacy 
had an almost unbroken record of success. In the political 
field it ended once and for all the claim of the Empire to 
share in the leadership of Christendom. The Hohenstaufen, 
last of the great imperial families, were exterminated; Germany and 
northern Italy were left to the mercies of local rulers, and Sicily was 
given to a papal protege. No other king aspired to take the place left 
vacant by the fall of the Hohenstaufen. France was ruled by the saintly 
Louis, England by the equally pious though uncanonized Henry III, 
while the monarchs of the peripheral kingdoms were faithful sons of the 
Church. The papacy had been equally successful in controlling the new 
ideas and economic forces of the century. The universities and the great 
scholastic theologians had reconciled science and revelation. The Inqui- 
sition had ended the danger of heresy and the Franciscans and Domini- 
cans seemed to be dealing successfully with the worldly minded bour- 
geoisie. The one dark spot was the failure of the papal crusading policy, 
and even there the leaders of the Church still had hopes of ultimate suc- 
cess. The influence of the Church had never seemed greater than in the 
third quarter of the thirteenth century, and some modern historians 
have claimed that the pontificate of Gregory X (1271-1276) marked 
the peak of papal power. 

Yet the young men who witnessed the execution of Conradin, who 
studied under Thomas Aquinas, who accompanied St. Louis on his last 
crusade, were hardly more than middle-aged when the medieval papacy 
received a blow from which it never fully recovered. In an open conflict 
between the head of the Church and the kings of France and England, 
the secular rulers carried off the victory. As a result of this victory the 
popes deserted Rome and established themselves on the borders of the 
kingdom of France. The prestige of the papacy was tarnished and the 
leadership of the Church was shaken. The popes of the fourteenth cen- 
tury could no longer make all important social activities serve the cause 
of Christianity. They were placed on the defensive and had to devote 
most of their energy to the task of preserving the machinery of ecclesi- 
astical government. 
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The Church Loses its Leadership 

This reversal of fortune was not as sudden as it appears. As we have 
seen, during the thirteenth century it had been increasingly difficult to 
keep the new forces within the old religious framework. Loyalty to suc- 
cessful secular rulers had become stronger ; interest in worldly pleasures 
and worldly profits had become greater. The tension between the offi- 
cially accepted ideals of society and its actual practices had reached 
such a pitch that something was bound to give way. The Church had 
been fighting on many fronts to preserve its leadership and it is small 
wonder that it showed signs of exhaustion by 1300. 

Constant strain revealed weaknesses which were inherent in the posi- 
tion of the papacy and the organization of the Church. The successors of 
Innocent III were not only the spiritual heads of Western Christendom ; 
they were also bishops of Rome and temporal rulers of an Italian state. 
All too frequently, the first of these positions was sacrificed to the other 
two. The population of Rome was turbulent and rebellious, and it took 
much of the pope’s time merely to keep order in the streets of the city. 
The great families, led by the Colonna and the Orsini, were constantly 
warring for the spoils of office, particularly of the papal office. Each fac- 
tion had its fortresses and its bands of armed retainers ; each faction 
bid for the support of the debauched and fickle mob which called itself 
the Roman people. A petty quarrel between two great families could 
throw Rome into a state of anarchy in a day. Most of the other towns 
in the Papal States were the scenes of similar struggles and only the 
greatest popes were obeyed in districts remote from Rome. The popes 
could not govern the States of the Church, but they were determined 
that no secular ruler should take their place. The independence of the 
papacy seemed to be inextricably involved with the independence of the 
Papal States, and this belief was a chief cause of the long struggle with 
Hohenstaufen. That struggle, in turn, lowered the prestige of the papacy 
throughout Europe. The popes may have been convinced that they were 
seeking purely spiritual objectives, but few men in Europe shared their 
belief. Catholic opinion was disgusted and temporal rulers were alarmed 
by the use of spiritual weapons in a secular quarrel. 

The indirect consequences of the war with the Hohenstaufen were 
equally dangerous to the papacy. The people of Sicily were not pleased 
with their new French king, Charles of Anjou, who owed his position 
to papal support. In 1282 they massacred the P'rench garrisons and called 
in the king of Aragon, who had married a granddaughter of Frederick II. 
Charles of Anjou succeeded in keeping Naples and the mainland, but 
the island of Sicily passed to the house of Aragon. The indignant pope 
preached a crusade against the Spanish ruler, and succeeded in persuad- 
ing Philip III of France to invade Aragon. This was an even more 
flagrant abuse of spiritual weapons than the war against the Hohen- 
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staufen, and the moral was pointed by the failure of the crusade. The 
French army, cut off from supplies, wa.s forced to withdraw, and Philip 
III died during the retreat. The French, who had been consistent sup- 
porters of the papacy for centuries, were disgusted, and their confidence 
in the political leadership of the Church was shaken. Even more im- 
portant, because it touched more men directly, was the indignation 
caused by papal demands for money to carry on these wars. The pope 
levied extraordinary taxes on the clergy and insisted that men whom he 
appointed to ecclesiastical offices pay him a large part of their first year’s 
income. Crusaders were allowed to commute their vows for a money 
payment and indulgences were sold. All through northern Europe, clergy 
and laity alike complained of the avarice of the papal court and accused 
the popes of selling offices, justice, and even spiritual benefits. 

The complications created by their Italian policy were not the only 
factors which made it difficult for the popes to concentrate on their 
spiritual duties. Centralization of ecclesiastical government forced them 
to devote an increasing amount of time to supervising the administrative 
and judicial work of the papal curia. This emphasis on administration 
rather than salvation spread through the whole hierarchy and lawyers, 
tax-collectors, and practical men of affairs filled the highest offices of the 
Church. The resulting corruption caused a split within the Franciscan 
Order. A noisy and popular minority, the Spiritual Franciscans, created 
consternation in the ranks of right-thinking churchmen by demanding 
that the clergy as a whole adopt the life of apostolic poverty preached 
by St. Francis. Apocalyptic sects proclaiming the impending overthrow 
of the worldly Church by the Holy Spirit recruited followers all over 
Europe. 

From this complex of forces resulted the tragicomedy of Celestine V. 
From 1292 to 1294 there was no pope. Within the college of cardinals 
the factions were so evenly balanced that an election was impossible. 
At length Europe was astounded and delighted by the choice of Pietro 
di Morroni, a famous ascetic and hermit. By this move the cardinals 
hoped to quiet the murmurings of the pious and at the same time to 
secure a pliable tool who would let them control the government of the 
Church. They were soon disillusioned. While multitudes followed the 
holy man, beseeching his blessing, the business of the papacy was in 
chaos. Celestine was completely bewildered by the worldly forces sur- 
rounding him and was appalled by his responsibilities. After a brief rule 
of five months he took the unprecedented step of resigning his office and 
retreating to his hermitage. The cardinals, in great relief, hastened to 
elect a member of their own college who had all the practical qualities 
which Celestine had lacked. Benedetto Gaetano was an able canon 
lawyer, a man of affairs who had grown rich in the service of the curia. 
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but not exactly a saint. As Pope Boniface VIII he worked earnestly and 
stubbornly, according to his lights, for the welfare of the Church. He 
failed, however, to understand that the papacy was in a dangerous po- 
sition, that men were ready to criticize acts which they would have 
applauded fifty years before, that the Church had become so involved in 
worldly affairs that it could be injured by worldly weapons. Worst of 
all, he failed to realize that his own election had shocked the conscience 
of Europe. Few papal elections were free from political maneuvering, 
but there had been nothing as shameless as the intrigues of 1294 since 
the dark days of the eleventh century. Boniface was suspected of having 
been one of the cardinals who persuaded Celestine to abdicate, and 
when the old hermit died shortly after his resignation, scandal-mongers 
added the charge that the new pope had found a quick way to get rid of 
his inconvenient predecessor. That such a story could be believed shows 
how papal prestige had been injured by the election. Boniface VIII as- 
sumed office under a shadow of suspicion and disillusionment resulting 
from the “great refusal” of Celestine V. 

The conscience of Europe was a nebulous thing, and it might have 
been safe to disregard it as long as there were no political organs through 
which it could find expression. Unfortunately for the papacy, there were 
rulers in the early fourteenth century who were ready and able to exploit 
religious discontent for their own ends. As we have seen, secular as well 
as ecclesiastical governments had been strengthened and centralized dur- 
ing the thirteenth century. The kings of France, England, and Spain were 
gaining control over all inhabitants of their realms while the pope was 
gaining control over all the clergy. Since many of the clergy were sub- 
jects of the Western monarchs there was an inherent danger of conflict 
in the parallel drives for power. Conflict was avoided by tact and com- 
promise throughout most of the thirteenth century. Both kings and popes 
refrained from extreme claims and made a tacit alliance for exploiting 
the resources of the Church. Popes and kings alike wanted to tax the 
clergy to obtain money for their wars and their increasingly expensive 
governments. Popes and kings alike wanted to control the choice of 
bishops and abbots in order to place their supporters in important posi- 
tions. It would have been difficult for the popes to tax the clergy or to 
control ecclesiastical appointments without the good will of the kings ; 
it would have been impossible for the kings to do these things without 
the consent of the popes. United, they could override all opposition. 
Under Louis IX of France and Henry III of England there had been a 
sort of gentlemen’s agreement which gave the kings a share of ecclesi- 
astical taxes and appointments. The arrangement had worked satis- 
factorily, and the protests of exploited churchmen and pious or patriotic 
laymen went unheeded. Boniface VIII not only broke this alliance ; he 
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pushed relentlessly into the foreground theories of papal supremacy 
which were bound to irritate temporal rulers who were just becoming 
conscious of their own power. Boniface made no new claims ; every point 
in his program may be found in the writings of earlier canonists, theo- 
logians, or popes. But to insist on official recognition of claims which had 
been only tacitly admitted under his greatest predecessors, and to make 
this demand at a time when papal financial exactions and papal political 
activities had raised a host of enemies, was to invite the catastrophe 
which followed. 

The ambitious pope entered the lists against formidable opponents. 
In England the troubled days of Henry III were over, leaving a strong 
desire for peace and good government and an equally strong dislike of 
foreign influence on English politics. Edward I was able to take full 
advantage of this reaction. Tall, handsome and determined, he impressed 
his subjects with the majesty of royal authority. His angry outbursts 
terrified his opponents and stimulated his officials, while his reputation 
for chivalry gave him a hold on his barons. He could be both violent 
and deceitful, yet he was sensitive to public opinion and seldom put him- 
self in a position where he did not have the support of the upper classes. 
His experiences during the Barons’ War had given him an understanding 
of his people and a skill in political maneuvers which few other English 
kings have possessed. He was determined to make himself supreme on 
the island of Great Britain, and he shared his subjects’ hatred of foreign 
influence. His suspicion of the international Church was shown by the 
Statute of Mortmain (1279), which prohibited the acquisition of land 
by ecclesiastical bodies without royal consent, and by his efforts to nar- 
row the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts. When Boniface began his 
campaign, Edward stood at the height of his power, after twenty years 
of successful and, on the whole, popular rule. 

Even in the unimaginative writings of medieval chroniclers, Edward 
stands out as a strong, vigorous, impressive figure. Philip IV of France, 
on the other hand, is so elusive a personality that historians have never 
yet been able to separate the king from his advisers. He was so hand- 
some that his subjects called him Philip the Fair, but some of them 
declared that his good looks were his only royal characteristic. Discon- 
tented inhabitants of Languedoc nicknamed him King Owl, and said 
that he looked wise and majestic “but could do nothing but stare fixedly 
at people without saying a word.” An Aragonese writer, on the other 
hand, describes him as a masterful personality who was “pope, emperor, 
and king all in one.” 

If contemporaries could not decide whether Philip was master or tool 
of his ministers, it is almost impossible for a modern writer to determine 
the question. It is true that Philip usually let his ministers speak for 
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him and that the actual behavior of his officials was often at variance 
with the pious language of royal letters. But it might be argued that a 
clever ruler would make his subordinates assume responsibility for un- 
popular or hazardous actions, and that many kings have preached virtue 
and practised oppression. In any case, all historians will agree that the 
French bureaucracy was seeking to increase royal power in every possi- 
ble way and that Philip was quite willing to accept anything they could 
give him. 

It is this unrestrained drive to increase royal power which makes the 
reign of Philip the Fair one of the most sordid periods in French history. 
All rules of morality and law were thrown overboard in the process of 
making the king strong and wealthy. Blackmail filled the royal treasury ; 
forgery and perjury determined law-suits in favor of the king ; slander 
settled political disputes. The king’s ministers were masters of the art 
of propaganda and covered their basest acts with words of unctuous 
hypocrisy. The Church was attacked in the name of religion and the 
people were robbed in the name of reform. This propaganda undoubtedly 
allayed the misgivings of many men, and it was swallowed more easily 
because St. Louis had taught the French to give the monarchy the benefit 
of the doubt in any dispute. All through the thirteenth century the peo- 
ple had favored the extension of royal government because they be- 
lieved it was better government, and no amount of oppression could 
immediately shake this belief. There were individual and local protests 
against specific acts of the royal agents, but there was no organized oppo- 
sition until the very end of the reign. France was united only in her king 
and his bureaucracy. Outside the royal court, provincial and class lines 
were so sharp that it was difficult for discontented groups to combine. 
The men of Languedoc could not cooperate with those of Normandy, and 
the nobility and the bourgeoisie had little interest in protecting each 
others’ rights. Each of the privileged classes was weakened by the fact 
that many of its members were in the royal service. Most of the higher 
clergy, many of the nobility, some of the bourgeoisie were grateful to 
the king for gifts, pensions, and lucrative offices. The natural leaders of 
the opposition had been won over and the papacy was to find few allies 
in France in its hour of need. 

Taxation of the clergy caused the first clash between Boniface and the 
kings of France and England. Earlier popes had frequently imposed 
taxes on the clergy for the benefit of rulers who had taken the cross. 
These taxes were not always used for crusading purposes, and the kings 
of France and England had come to rely on them as a regular part of 
their income. Boniface refused to renew earlier grants when he became 
pope, a step which caused great embarrassment to both Philip and Ed- 
ward, since they had just declared war on each other and were in need 
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of money. They determined to secure grants from their clergy without 
consulting the pope and put pressure on the prelates to obtain their con- 
sent. Philip’s demands were not unreasonable and he was able to pre- 
serve the form of an amicable agreement, but Edward used open threats. 
In 1294 he confiscated all the ready money to be found in monastic 
establishments and in addition demanded half of all clerical incomes. 
When a council of the English clergy ventured a protest, Edward flew 
into such a rage that the Dean of St. Paul’s dropped dead of fright. To 
end these abuses, Boniface issued the bull Clcncis Laicos in 1296, which 
began by stating that “the laity have been from the most ancient times 
hostile to the clergy,’’ proceeded to remind temporal rulers that “all 
power over clergymen and over the bodies and property of clerical per- 
sons is forbidden to them,’’ and concluded that all persons taxing the 
clergy without papal consent “shall incur the sentence of excommuni- 
cation by their very act.’’ The response to this papal declaration of inde- 
pendence was prompt and effective. Philip prohibited the export of gold 
and silver from France, thus cutting off a substantial part of the papal 
revenues. In England, Edward’s chief justice declared: “Henceforth 
there shall be no justice meted out to a clerk in the court of the lord 
king; however atrocious be the injury which he may have suffered. But 
sentence against a clerk shall be given at the instance of all who have a 
complaint against him.’’ These drastic measures seem to have had the 
support of public opinion in both France and England, and Boniface, 
hampered by rebellion in Italy and opposition in Germany, was forced 
to back down. In 1297 he admitted that a king might tax his clergy with- 
out papal consent in a great emergency for the defense of the realm. 

During the next three years Boniface strengthened his position in 
Italy and Germany. The papal jubilee of 1300 was a complete success; 
thousands of northern pilgrims flocked to Rome, and Boniface was 
greatly encouraged by this evidence of popular attachment to the See 
of Peter. When Philip IV defied the Church anew by arresting a French 
bishop on a rather flimsy charge of treason, Boniface was determined 
not to yield again. Neither negotiation nor threats could persuade Philip 
to release his prisoner, and his ministers began to stir up public opinion 
against Boniface. Inaccurate summaries of papal bulls were prepared 
which made it appear that Boniface was claiming temporal sovereignty 
in France. In June, 1302, the prelates, barons, and representatives of the 
towns were summoned to Paris where they endorsed a protest against 
the pope’s supposed attack on the liberties of the realm. Undaunted by 
the success of this propaganda, Boniface issued the bull Unam Sanctam, 
the most extreme statement of the papal claim to supreme power ever 
promulgated. In it, Boniface asserted his right to overthrow disobedient 
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kings, and concluded with the famous sentence: “We declare, proclaim 
and define that subjection to the Roman pontiff is absolutely necessary 
to salvation for every human creature.” 

If Boniface was determined not to yield, Philip and his advisers were 
equally stubborn. A great council was held in Paris and formal charges 
against Boniface were laid before it. This document was drafted by 
Guillaume de Nogaret, the king’s chief agent in ecclesiastical affairs, and 
is worth describing in some detail, since it is a typical example of the 
government propaganda of the period. It raked up all the old scandals 
about Celestine’s abdication ; it asserted that Boniface denied the im- 
mortality of the soul and the miracle of the Eucharist ; it accused him 
of leading a foul and vicious life; it charged that he consulted his per- 
sonal demon before making any decision, and ended with the statement 
that he hated Philip because the king was the glorious defender of the 
Catholic faith which the pope was trying to destroy. 

There was “evidence” to support all these charges, some of it based 
on depositions of Boniface’s personal enemies, some of it built up from 
careless remarks made by the pope himself. For example, Boniface was 
said to have shouted in a fit of anger that he would rather be a dog than 
a Frenchman. This, of course, proved that he did not believe in the im- 
mortality of the soul, since a dog has no soul, while even the most miser- 
able Frenchman has one. How far the council was convinced by such 
reasoning is hard to say. The lay members seem honestly to have be- 
lieved that the pope was an enemy of France and that he wished to injure 
the kingdom in every possible way. The clerical members were less im 
fluenced by these semi-nationalistic arguments and were desperately 
anxious to avoid a scandal in the Church, but they were unable to resist 
the king’s will. The combination of propaganda, patriotism, and royal 
pressure was effective, and the assembly demanded that a church council 
be called to try the pope. Such a request was not entirely unprecedented, 
but never before had it been anything but a formal move in the game of 
influencing public opinion. Nogaret was not content with mere words ; 
he set out for Italy to arrest Boniface and bring him to France for trial. 
He gained the support of some of the pope's Italian enemies and sur- 
prised Boniface in his palace at Anagni. The attack was successful and 
Nogaret held the pope a prisoner for several days, while he pondered the 
insoluble problem of moving the most distinguished personage in Chris- 
tendom halfway across Europe guarded only by a handful of merce- 
naries. Nogaret was rescued from his embarrassment by an uprising of 
the people of Anagni who freed the pope and expelled the Frenchman 
and his followers. For a moment it seemed that Boniface had succeeded 
in placing both Nogaret and Philip in a terribly compromising position. 
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but the pope was in no condition to use his opportunity. The shock had 
been too great for a man of eighty-five, and he died shortly afterward, 
broken in body and spirit. 

The fate of the medieval papacy depended upon the actions of Boni- 
face’s successor. Though respect for the papacy had decreased it had not 
vanished, and the outrage at Anagni provoked expressions of horror and 
disgust all over Europe. Dante, who detested the political ambitions 
of the papacy and longed for a revival of the Empire — Dante, who had 
been so outraged by the conduct of Boniface that he placed him in one 
of the lower circles of Hell, nevertheless compared the events at Anagni 
to the Passion. “Christ is made captive in the person of his Vicar . . . 
I see him once more derided ; I see the vinegar and the gall renewed, and 
himself done to death between living robbers. I see the new Pilate so 
merciless. ...” A vigorous pope might have taken advantage of this 
reaction and saved the independence of the papacy. The cardinals, how- 
ever, could see no chance of securing secular allies strong enough to 
defeat Philip and were unwilling to run the risks of independent action. 
They elected a man of compromise, Benedict XI, who absolved Philip 
while refusing forgiveness to Philip’s agent, Nogaret. Benedict lived 
less than a year after his election, and his death was followed by an- 
other deadlock in the college of cardinals. After eleven months a French 
archbishop, Clement V, was elected. Though we have no direct evidence, 
Clement’s conduct as pope indicates that he owed his office to French 
influence. The first great decision of his pontificate demonstrated his 
weakness. Though he had started for Rome on hearing of his election, 
he interrupted his journey at Lyons and soon made it plain that he had 
no intention of crossing the Alps. Pressure from Philip, fear of the haz- 
ards of Roman political life, and natural attachment to his native land 
all played a part in this decision, and the fact that he could be influenced 
by such considerations showed that Clement was not the man to rescue 
the papacy from its dangerous position. 

Clement soon discovered that he had purchased physical safety at the 
price of spiritual servitude. Nogaret continued to manufacture evidence 
against Boniface and to demand a public investigation of the life and 
beliefs of the dead pope. Determined to avoid scandal at all costs, Clem- 
ent retreated step by step. He explained away the obnoxious sections 
of Boniface’s bulls, he let Philip tax the clergy year after year, and 
finally, in 1311, he exonerated the king and freed his agents from ex- 
communication. He even declared that Philip had shown “praiseworthy” 
zeal in accusing Boniface and had fulfilled the duties of a Christian ruler. 
This act marked the end of the medieval papacy. “The extraordinary 
thing about the episode at Anagni,” as Renan says, “is not the fact that 
the pope was successfully ambushed. It is rather that the attack pro- 
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duced durable results, that the papacy collapsed at one blow, that the 
papacy apologized to the sacrilegious king.” The Church had lost its 
political leadership ; it could argue and protest, but it could no longer 
command the powerful kings of the West. 

As soon as he saw that Clement was yielding on the question of Boni- 
face VIII, Philip began to push his advantage. Nogaret trumped up 
charges of heresy against the Templars and forced the pope to take them 
seriously by threatening independent action. The order had lost its ex- 
cuse for existence with the collapse of the kingdom of Jerusalem, and 
its members were deeply immersed in worldly affairs, but its real crime 
was that of possessing wealth which the king coveted. Once again Clem- 
ent acted to avoid scandal and suppressed the order, though its guilt 
was not completely proved. At the same time he made certain that the 
papal exile from Rome would be prolonged by filling the college of 
cardinals with Frenchmen and by choosing a permanent residence at 
Avignon. This city, technically in the Empire, was separated from 
France only by the river Rhone, and was thoroughly French in culture. 
It was a much more comfortable and secure place to live than Rome, but 
comfort and security did not make up for loss of prestige. With the 
establishment of the papal court at Avignon the “Babylonian Captivity” 
of the Church began, to last until 1377. 

2. The Growth of Secular Leadership in France and England 

The struggle of Philip the Fair and Edward I with Boniface VIII 
has been discussed at length, both because of its significance in the his- 
tory of the papacy and because it illustrates the policies and methods 
of the more powerful secular rulers of the period. The kings of France 
and England were determined to have no rivals in the political leader- 
ship of their own countries. They would allow subordinate powers to 
exist, as long as they conformed to the general policy of the central gov- 
ernment, but they would not tolerate coordinate powers, which might 
oppose the royal will. The nobles and burgesses might retain limited 
rights of local government, if they admitted that they held those rights 
subject to royal supervision and guidance. The clergy might administei 
their own affairs, punish sinners, and deal with matters of marriage and 
wills in their own courts, if they would admit that the king could deter- 
mine the limits of their jurisdiction. But bishop, baron, and commune 
must realize that the interests of the king were paramount and that all 
their rights were subordinate to the welfare of the realm. A general law, 
made for the common good, overrode all local customs ; a general tax, 
levied for defense, overrode all privileges. From the point of view of the 
royal governments, the struggle with Boniface was merely an episode in 
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the long campaign to give the king a monopoly of political leadership in 
his realm. They could not have defeated Boniface if they had not already 
subdued most of their lesser rivals for leadership, and they could not 
have profited from the victory if they had not been prepared to continue 
their drive for political power. 

The purposes of Philip IV and Edward I were almost identical, but 
they could not use the same means and they did not achieve the same 
results. France was less united than England ; it was a country in which 
royal government had been superimposed on fully developed provincial 
institutions and customs. Most laymen had not yet realized the signif- 
icance of this change and were still more interested in provincial laws 
and privileges than in the work of the central government. In one respect 
this made the work of centralization easier, since even the nobles were 
not apt to combine on a nationwide scale to oppose the king. In many 
other ways it made the task more difficult. No common formula could 
be used in applying an administrative decision or in collecting a tax, 
since each province had its own institutions and customs. No one central 
assembly could speak for all France, or even for all Frenchmen of a 
given class. Local communities could not be trusted to perform routine 
acts of administration, since the methods of the central government 
were foreign to them. Work which could be done in England by the 
county courts and the local juries had to be done in France by royal 
officials. As a result, the French government was much more complicated 
and much more bureaucratic than the English. General policies were 
determined by the king, in consultation with a small group of profes- 
sional administrators. The application of these policies was left to the 
thousands of officials scattered about the country — bailiffs, senechals, 
revenue collectors, attorneys, special commissioners, and policemen. 
Most of these men were drawn from the middle class and many of them 
had been trained in Roman or canon law. They combined bourgeois 
practicality and shrewdness with a lawyer’s ability to justify any course 
of action. They adhered to the strict letter of the law when it favored 
the king, and invoked general principles of royal sovereignty when 
legal precedents were unsatisfactory. They magnified royal power in 
every possible way so that they themselves could become powerful and 
wealthy. Their strong esprit de corps made them justify each other’s 
actions and enabled them to absorb members of the lesser nobility into 
their ranks without changing their point of view. Even a St. Louis might 
have had trouble in controlling this formidable instrument, and Philip 
IV seems to have been content to let it work without restraint for his 
own aggrandizement. 

It was not too difficult to assert royal authority in the interior of the 
kingdom. Bishops, barons, and communes were too weak to resist the 
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king as individuals, and they never succeeded in combining against him. 
Local rulers learned that they must make all their acts conform to the 
wishes of royal officials, that they must allow a wider field to royal jus- 
tice, and that they must pay large sums of money to the royal treasury. 
Those who refused to learn this lesson were so harassed by investigations 
and law-suits that they often found it necessary to sell or surrender their 
rights. On the frontiers this policy was not quite so successful. Philip’s 
agents tried to break down the authority of the English king in Aqui- 
taine and to weaken the count of Flanders by encouraging appeals from 
local courts to Paris, by taking enemies of the king or count under their 
protection, and by inflicting heavy fines on English or Flemish officials 
for supposed breaches of the law. This led to ten years of war, first with 
England and then with Flanders, and put a heavy strain on Philip’s 
resources. He was unable to win a decisive victory against either oppo- 
nent, though he gained some border towns in Aquitaine and a strip of 
Flanders which included the wealthy town of Lille. On the eastern fron- 
tier the legalistic technique of aggression worked better. The Empire 
could not defend its subjects and the petty princes who held fiefs along 
the French border dared not resist their powerful neighbor. Philip an- 
nexed Franche-Comte and Lyons, and even established his suzerainty 
over parts of Lorraine. 

This policy of expansion imposed an enormous burden on the royal 
treasury and many of Philip’s policies were dictated by his need for 
money. His struggle with the Church began because he wanted to tax 
the clergy. He forced the pope to suppress the order of the Temple be- 
cause he wanted to confiscate its property. He expelled the Jews in 1306 
in order to seize their credits and personal possessions. He repeatedly 
altered the value of the currency in order to increase his profits from 
coinage, and some of his money was so bad that it is easy to see why his 
subjects called him the “counterfeiter.” The royal courts were used to 
extort money from wealthy subjects ; again and again we read of men 
who swear that they are innocent but who offer the king a few hundred 
or a few thousand pounds in order to have peace. 

These expedients were ingenious and profitable, but they did not fur- 
nish enough money to pay for the great wars of the reign. Philip had to 
impose general taxes throughout the crucial years of the struggle with 
England and Flanders. Taxation was no more popular in France than 
in England, and Philip, like an English king, had to bargain with his 
subjects in order to collect his money. Unlike an English king, he could 
not conduct his negotiations through a central assembly, and this fact 
is a striking illustration of the difference between the governments of the 
two countries. Philip always consulted his council before imposing a 
tax, but the council was so subservient to the king that its consent to 
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taxation did not impress the country. As a result, Philip had to send 
agents all through France to negotiate with powerful individuals anti 
with local assemblies of clerics, nobles, and burgesses, before he could 
collect a tax. These negotiations took a great deal of time, and fre- 
quently reduced the tax-rate below the level which the king desired. 
Philip must have envied the English government, which could obtain 
a general tax from a single central assembly, but in the end the inefficient 
French system proved more favorable to the development of royal power. 
The local assemblies which granted taxes were much weaker than Par- 
liament, and opposition to taxation was ineffective because it was divided. 

It may seem strange that Philip did not use the Estates-General, 
which originated in his reign, as a means of securing consent to taxation. 
The lack of unity in France, and the circumstances in which the Estates- 
General were first called explain this omission. No central assembly 
could speak for all France, or override the privileges of provinces and 
classes. Moreover, the Estates-General had a purely passive position in 
the structure of the French government. They were not associated with 
the executive council and the highest law-court, as was the English Par- 
liament ; they were merely a sounding-board for royal propaganda. The 
first session of the Estates-General was held in 1302, to hear the charges 
brought against Boniface VIII; the next meeting was held in 1308 to 
hear the charges against the Templars. In neither case did the delegates 
have any freedom of action ; they were “to do what the king and council 
shall ordain,” or “see the justice of the king.” By summoning them, 
Philip gained the appearance of public support and spread his ideas 
throughout the country, but he did not expect them to criticize or modify 
his policy. In 1314 he summoned delegates of the towns to Paris to hear 
his reasons for a new tax, but all the evidence shows that he did not 
attach much importance to their consent. The tax was decreed in council 
before the assembly met, and the collectors were told to negotiate with 
local assemblies, even though the central assembly had approved the 
king’s request. Apparently the government hoped to influence public 
opinion by impressing leading citizens with the king’s need for money, 
but realized that actual consent had to be secured from local groups. 
Given these precedents, it is not surprising that the Estates-General 
never obtained full power over taxation. Not until the middle of the 
fourteenth century did it become customary to seek consent to taxation 
in meetings of the Estates, and it was always possible to replace them 
with provincial assemblies if they proved recalcitrant. 

Philip and his advisers had succeeded in strengthening the central 
government without creating a united opposition which might seek to 
control that government. They had carried the policy of Philip Augustus 
and St. Louis to a triumphant conclusion ; the king, through his bureauc- 
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racy, ruled directly over France. This tradition of powerful monarchy 
and bureaucratic administration was so strongly established that it sur- 
vived all the disasters of the later middle ages. For the next five hundred 
years every powerful French ruler followed the system of government 
perfected under Philip IV. But the king and his ministers had paid a 
high price for their success. They had forfeited the monarchy’s old rep- 
utation for justice and they had established dangerous precedents in 
their haste to reach their goal. They hoodwinked public opinion instead 
of enlightening it; they had found it easier to pay lip-service to old 
ideals than to justify a new type of political organization. The govern- 
ment had gained its ends through chicanery, slander, blackmail and 
brute force, and its subjects were not slow to follow this example. The 
old devotion to the monarchy had been seriously weakened, and there 
was a noticeable decline in the prestige of the royal government during 
the fourteenth century. Philip himself died just in time to avoid a 
dangerous reaction against his policies. Discontented nobles formed 
provincial leagues to regain their old privileges, and in 1315 they forced 
the new king, Louis X, to issue a series of charters confirming their 
rights. Because the charters were issued to provincial groups, instead of 
to the baronage as a whole, they never gained the importance of Magna 
Carta, and the government was able to evade most of the restrictions 
which they imposed. Yet, while the movement was a failure in the long 
run, it had important consequences for Philip’s immediate successors. 
The discontented nobles had to be conciliated and their influence on 
both the central and the local governments increased. A new feudalism 
arose in France, which would not have been tolerated if the people had 
not lost much of their faith in royal government. This feudal reaction, 
in turn, was responsible for many of the disasters of the Hundred Years’ 
War. Only when the nobles had demonstrated their political incom- 
petence was France ready to return to the principle of strong monarchy. 
Philip and his advisers had gained little by their haste to complete the 
structure of royal authority ; it was a century and a half before another 
French king could wield the power which Philip had claimed. 

With the experience of six centuries as a guide, it is easy for us to see 
that England in 1300 was very different from France. Foreign observers 
at the end of the thirteenth century were more impressed by the resem- 
blances between the two countries. Both kingdoms were united under 
strong central governments which ruled through a bureaucracy of law- 
yers and clerks. It is true that the English bureaucrats were somewhat 
less numerous and powerful than those of France, but under Edward I 
this distinction was rapidly being effaced. In both countries the kings 
were interfering with the rights of the clergy, attacking feudal privileges, 
and seeking to annex the weak states on their frontiers. Edward em- 
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ployed dubious interpretations of the law to increase his power just as 
readily as did Philip — witness his attempt to use a very shaky claim of 
overlordship to subdue Scotland. Like Philip, he resorted to force when 
legal quibbling failed. The existence of Parliament seems to us an im- 
portant difference between the two countries, but it did not impress men 
of the thirteenth century. The English Parliament and the French 
Parlement resembled each other in functions as well as in spelling. Both 
were primarily high courts of justice. It is true that Edward used his 
Parliament for other purposes, but that was a matter of convenience 
rather than necessity and did not affect the main structure of his govern- 
ment. Philip the Fair and Edward I differed greatly in character and 
personality, but since they were seeking the same ends and using very 
much the same means, there were naturally certain similarities in their 
governments. 

The great difference between England and France lay in the history 
rather than in the aspirations of the two monarchies. England had been 
united long before France ; provincial loyalties hardly existed and pro- 
vincial customs had been overridden by the common law. The privileged 
classes had been forced to deal directly with the central government and 
had gradually learned that they must unite if they were to save any of 
their privileges. On the other hand, the kings had created a centralized 
government before it was possible to create a bureaucracy and therefore 
had relied on the unpaid services of the landholding class for much of 
the work of local administration. Even a strong king might have found 
it hard to deal with a united aristocracy which had great influence in 
local government, and for almost a century there were no strong kings 
in England. While Philip Augustus and St. Louis were carrying the 
prestige of the French monarchy to new heights, Richard, John, and 
Henry III were losing the confidence of the English upper classes. The 
privileged groups found it easy to unite and to impose limitations on 
the king. Repeated rebellions established the supremacy of law and the 
right of the baronage to be consulted on important changes in policy. 

The reign of Edward I can be understood only in the light of this 
tradition of successful resistance to royal authority. Edward was sur- 
passed by no ruler of his age in energy, intelligence, and desire for power, 
but he could not ride roughshod over the rights of his subjects. He was 
no more scrupulous than Philip the Fair, but he had to be more careful 
about observing the law and had to pay more attention to public opinion. 
To his contemporaries, Edward was great because he perfected English 
law, reformed the English administrative system, and conquered Wales 
and Scotland. To most modern historians Edward is great because he 
developed Parliament as an agency for expressing and influencing public 
opinion. 
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As a legal reformer Edward has often been called the “English Jus- 
tinian.” The comparison is apt, for Edward, like Justinian, was a codifier 
rather than an innovator. English law had developed rapidly in the 
thirteenth century ; the chancery had created many new writs and the 
judges, through their decisions, had worked out many new principles 
of law. As is usual in a period of rapid change, development had been 
uneven and uncoordinated. Some problems had never been settled, and 
others were obscured by contradictory decisions. Edward, in the first 
half of his reign, tried to make the law reasonably complete and self- 
consistent through a series of great codifying statutes. In the words of 
the Canon of Oseney: “Edward revived the ancient laws which had 
slumbered through the disturbance of the realm; some corrupted by 
abuse he restored to their proper form ; some less evident and apparent 
he declared ; some new ones, useful and honorable, he added.” These 
codes had two important effects. Since they were almost the first Eng- 
lish statutes, they set a precedent for changing the law by formal legis- 
lative enactment rather than by judicial and administrative decisions. 
The chancellor and the judges continued to interpret, and thus to modify, 
the law but they never again possessed the freedom to make law which 
they had enjoyed in the thirteenth century. This limitation on the power 
of the judges in turn put a stop to the intrusion of principles of Roman 
law into the English legal system. The great English judges of the thir- 
teenth century were churchmen who knew a good deal of canon and 
civil law, and who used this knowledge in determining cases which came 
before them. Judges of the fourteenth century, limited by statutes and 
precedents, studied only the English law and paid little attention to 
foreign systems. 

Besides the great codifying statutes, there were others which dealt 
with more specific problems. Through them all runs one idea : the deter- 
mination to extend the royal power and to give the king direct control 
over all the men in the realm. For example, the Statute of Quia Emptores 
forbade subinfeudation in the future, and so, through a slow process of 
sale and exchange, practically all land in England came to be held di- 
rectly of the king. Ignoring existing feudal relationships, Edward ordered 
all men with a certain income to become knights and to serve him in 
emergencies. Religious houses were forbidden to acquire land without 
license, or to send money to foreign superiors. The powers of church 
courts were defined and limited, and Edward attempted to do the same 
thing for feudal courts through the Statute of Gloucester or Quo War- 
ranto. This act required feudal lords to show documentary evidence for 
every right of jurisdiction which they claimed, but it stirred up such 
opposition that it was not wholly effective. When questioned by the royal 
commissioners Earl Warenne unsheathed his sword and said ; “Here is 
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my warrant. My ancestors won their lands with the sword and with my 
sword I will defend them against all usurpers.” Edward realized that he 
had gone too fast and allowed the lords’ to keep their ancient privileges, 
contenting himself with recovering a few of the more recent usurpations. 
Quo Warranto, however, proved useful in preventing any reform of 
baronial courts which might have made them more popular. The nobles 
were restricted to the rights which they had claimed under Edward and 
this definition made future development impossible. Edward could safely 
leave the rest to time. Feudal courts, restricted to obsolete procedures, 
could not compete with royal courts, which could adapt themselves to 
new situations. 

Edward’s desire to increase royal power is demonstrated not only by 
his statutes, but also by the administrative system which he perfected. 
As we have seen, the older departments of government, such as the 
Exchequer and Chancery, had become more or less autonomous during 
the thirteenth century. They had their own traditions and routine ; they 
were always slow and often inefficient. A king who wanted to act rapidly 
and secretly, who wanted to impress his own personal policy on the 
government, needed other instruments. Edward found these instruments 
in various branches of the Royal Household. The Household was com- 
posed of the personal servants and companions of the king and it had 
always had certain financial and secretarial duties. It paid for the king’s 
food and traveling expenses ; it handled his private correspondence ; it 
supplied him with messengers and envoys. Since the line between private 
and public business was never very sharply drawn in the middle ages, it 
was easy for Edward to expand the functions of the Household until it 
performed the greater part of the work of government. The Wardrobe, 
which was the financial branch of the Household, became the principal 
royal treasury. Most of the king’s income went to the Wardrobe instead 
of to the Exchequer and most payments, especially in time of war, were 
made by the Wardrobe. The Privy Seal, which was kept in the Wardrobe, 
replaced the Great Seal, which was controlled by the chancellor, as the 
means of authenticating the king’s personal commands. At the same 
time Household clerks were used to carry verbal orders from the king to 
his officials and subjects. Thus Edward could control the entire admin- 
istration through his friends and dependents, while the great public 
bureaus were left with only routine work to perform. 

Edward found this new administrative system especially useful in 
time of war. His own aggressive foreign policy in the British Isles, and 
the equally aggressive policy of Philip IV toward Aquitaine, kept Eng- 
land involved in hostilities during more than half the reign. On the con- 
tinent Edward usually remained on the defensive. He did as little fight- 
ing as possible with his own troops and tried to divert Philip’s attention 
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from Aquitaine by encouraging the count of Flanders and the princes of 
western Germany to attack the northeastern frontier of France. Philip 
IV defeated both the English and their allies but lacked the resources 
necessary to exploit his victory, and Edward retained most of Aquitaine. 
This struggle settled none of the real issues between the two countries 
and was little more than a dress rehearsal for the Hundred Years’ War. 
In Great Britain, on the other hand, Edward’s wars left a lasting impres- 
sion. He was determined to be master of the whole island, and so turned 
his attention first to the Welsh, who had become practically independent 
during the reigns of his weak predecessors. Llewelyn, Prince of Wales, 
had gained the support of most of his countrymen, and on Edward’s 
accession felt strong enough to evade his feudal obligations to the Eng- 
lish king. In 1277 Edward lost patience and began a struggle which 
lasted intermittently for over five years. Finally the country was sub- 
dued, and in 1284 the Statute of Wales imposed English law and the 
English administrative system on the Celtic province. In 1301 the title 
of Prince of Wales was conferred on Edward’s heir, establishing a prec- 
edent which has endured to this day. 

Wales was permanently subdued, but Scotland proved a more for- 
midable problem. English kings claimed feudal suzerainty over their 
northern neighbors but this claim had no practical results until 1290, 
when Scotland was left without a direct heir to the throne. Edward in- 
sisted that his position as overlord gave him the right to decide among 
the rival claimants to the crown, and the Scots, to avoid a civil war, 
accepted his intervention. Edward selected John Balliol as king and 
attempted to dictate the new ruler’s policies. Balliol soon tired of this 
interference, and in 1296 renounced his allegiance to the English king. 
Edward immediately marched on Scotland with a large army, deposed 
Balliol with little difficulty, and put his own officials in charge of the 
country. As a token of his conquest he carried back to England the 
famous Stone of Scone, on which the Scots kings had sat at their corona- 
tion. No sooner had Edward turned his back than the Scots rose under 
William Wallace and trounced the English soundly at Stirling Bridge. 
Six years of strenuous effort passed before Wallace was captured and 
executed (13C4), and two years later Robert Bruce began the struggle 
anew. Edward, now over seventy, spurred himself to the ordeal of an- 
other campaign, but died before he reached the border. With him passed 
all hope of subduing Scotland. Little survived of his efforts except the 
implacable hatred of Scot for Englishman which produced border raids 
and border ballads, and the alliance of Scotland with France, which 
was to be a thorn in the side of English kings for over two centuries. 

The people of England admired Edward’s vigorous leadership but 
there were times when his ambitions put a considerable strain on theii 
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loyalty. Frequent taxation was still considered a sign of avarice or ex- 
travagance, yet Edward’s energetic foreign policy forced him to ask 
repeatedly for grants of taxes. His attack on baronial courts and his 
tendency to entrust the administration of the country to the members 
of his Household did not endear him to the feudal aristocracy. Edward, 
as a good politician, realized that if his plans were to succeed he must 
make a special effort to conciliate the propertied classes, and his attempts 
to secure their support form one of the most interesting chapters of his 
reign. Like Philip the Fair, he found that he could swing public opinion 
to his side by calling large assemblies of influential men, but unlike 
Philip he combined these assemblies with meetings of the Parliament, 
the highest judicial and executive authority under the crown. The com- 
bination was unique in medieval Europe, and historians have long been 
puzzled by the peculiar nature of English representative institutions. 
They have not yet agreed on the causes of the remarkable development 
of Parliament under Edward I, and the account which follows represents 
merely a balancing of probabilities and not absolute certainty. 

Parliament was first of all a very full meeting of the king’s council. 
It was the direct descendant of the old ctiria regis and, as such, it could 
assist the king in any of his functions. Edward used his Parliament 
primarily to assist him in his judicial work. Difficult legal cases were 
sent to Parliament by other courts and hundreds of petitions asking the 
king to punish or admonish his officials, to pay his debts, to alter or en- 
force administrative rulings were brought up to Parliament every year. 
Most of this legal and administrative work was handled by the trained 
officials of the central government, though the magnates occasionally 
assisted them in hearing and determining petitions. Parliament also had 
the duty of giving the king advice on any problems which he laid before 
it. This was the work in which the prelates and barons showed the 
greatest interest. The development of the professional administrative 
services had removed the magnates from direct contact with the daily 
routine of government, but they had made it very plain under Henry HI 
that they expected to be consulted when important decisions were 
reached. Edward, on the whole, followed the precedents of his father’s 
reign and consulted the barons whenever he thought that their Interests 
were involved. Laws dealing with technical legal questions or the regu- 
lation of coinage and commerce might be made by the king and his 
officials alone, but the magnates were usually given a chance to discuss 
statutes which touched such important matters as tenure and inherit- 
ance. Edward was also careful to consult the magnates on questions of 
war, peace, and alliances. It is difficult to determine how much influence 
the prelates and barons had on the decisions of the strong-willed king, 
but at least they were given an opportunity to ask for explanations and 
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voice objections. By meeting the magnates in Parliament Edward was 
usually able to secure their support for his policies. 

The development of Parliament up to this point was perfectly normal, 
and almost inevitable, considering the precedents which the aristocracy 
had established in the reigns of John and Henry III. But there were no 
equally compelling reasons for summoning the knights and burgesses to 
Parliament. There were only two precedents for this step, one in the 
revolutionary year of 1265 and one in the period of reconstruction in 
1268 when the government was trying to heal the wounds left by the 
civil war. Edward’s behavior during the first part of his reign shows that 
he did not feel himself bound by these abnormal actions. Both knights 
and burgesses were summoned in 1275, but during the next twenty years 
the burgesses never appeared in Parliament and the knights came only 
infrequently. These groups were not ignored — the merchants were con- 
sulted about commercial legislation and both knights and burgesses 
were summoned to provincial assemblies in 1283 to grant a tax — but they 
were not definitely associated with Parliament. Then, in 1295, Edward 
returned to the precedents of 1265, 1268, and 1275 and summoned town 
and shire representatives to a very full meeting of Parliament. This 
famous assembly has been given the name of the Model Parliament, an 
appellation which should not be taken too literally, but which contains 
an element of truth. Though many Parliaments of the latter part of the 
reign contained no knights or burgesses, these representatives were sum- 
moned much more frequently after 1295 than before, and their presence 
became customary rather than exceptional. 

The reasons which led Edward to adopt this policy may be inferred 
from a study' of the position of the knights and burgesses in Parliament. 
They took no part at all in the judicial work of the assembly and had 
almost as little to do with the determination of policy. Most of the im- 
portant political decisions were made before they arrived or after they 
went home, and there are only two occasions when the preamble to a 
statute suggests that they were present when it was passed. On the 
other hand the knights and, after 1295, the burgesses were usually asked 
to consent to grants of taxes. Many scholars have argued that this was 
the chief, if not the only reason for summoning them to Parliament. 
There are, however, certain objections to this theory. On some occasions 
the knights and burgesses were not asked to grant taxes when they came 
to Parliament. As far as we can tell they did nothing in these sessions 
but listen to a few speeches and then go home. Moreover, while it was 
undoubtedly necessary for the king to discuss taxation with members 
of the upper classes, no rigid rule determined how this consultation 
should take place. It was evident that the consent of the magnates alone 
was not enough, but consent of the lesser landholders did not have to be 
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obtained in Parliament. It could be secured through negotiations with 
local communities or provincial assemblies and Edward actually fol- 
lowed these methods in 1282 and 1283. The burgesses had no right to be 
consulted at all, since even the men of London could be tallaged at will. 
If the king consulted the knights and burgesses in Parliament, con- 
venience and not necessity determined his policy. It was easier to meet 
the representatives of the lesser landholders all at once, instead of con- 
ducting tedious negotiations with each community. It was more efficient 
to tax the towns with their consent than to tallage them against their 
will. Since the number of royal officials was small, every fax-assessment 
had to be made with the assistance of the local communities, and ob- 
viously the assessment would be more honest if the people were con- 
vinced of the necessity of the tax. A meeting of Parliament offered a 
uniriue opnortunity to instill this conviction. Overawed by the presence 
of the magnates, impressed by speeches of the king or his ministers, it 
was seldom that the knights and burgesses refused a tax or even haggled 
over the rate. Edward’s method of obtaining consent to taxation in 
Parliament was far more efficient than the French system of negotia- 
tions with local communities, as is shown by the fact that his taxes were 
granted more frequently and at higher rates than those of Philip the 
Fair. 

It seems quite possible that Edward’s chief reason for summoning the 
knights and burgesses to Parliament was his desire to influence public 
opinion, or at least the opinion of the upper classes. This would explain 
why representatives were summoned to sessions in which no taxes were 
voted, and why the burgesses were called in, even though it was not 
legally necessary to obtain their consent to taxation. According to this 
theory Parliament, except for its judicial activities, was primarily an 
agency for royal propaganda. The most important objective of this 
propaganda was to make people w'illing to pay taxes, but other royal 
policies, such as the attack on ecclesiastical privileges, also needed pop- 
ular support. In short, Edward used his Parliaments as a means of 
strengthening his position, and had no idea of sharing or limiting his 
power. 

This attitude appears clearly in the crisis of 1297. In that year Ed- 
ward had built up a powerful coalition of continental princes against 
Philip the Fair and was anxious to strike his enemy before treachery or 
bribery dissolved the alliance. Most of his barons disliked his plan of 
sending an English army to the Low Countries, but Edward was so 
anxious to press his advantage that he made one of his rare mistakes in 
gaging the strength of public opinion. He needed money for this expedi- 
tion and, after a hasty consultation with his council and a few barons, 
he imposed a heavy tax on his subjects. This violation of recent precedent 



The Church Loses its Leadership 419 

caused a violent protest, culminating in a threat of armed baronial re- 
volt. After arguing as long as he dared, Edward yielded and agreed to 
seek confirmation of the tax in a full meeting of Parliament. But when 
his opponents tried to obtain a promise that he would ask the consent 
of the magnates, knights, and burgesses to all future taxes Edward 
balked. He did promise to ask the consent of the magnates and the “com- 
munity of the realm," but this left him free to decide who spoke for the 
“community” and how they should be consulted. The promise, coupled 
with the precedents of the last half-century, established the principle 
that something more than the consent of the council was necessary, but 
it did not bind the king to ask for taxes only in Parliament. While most 
general taxes after 1297 were granted by the knights and burgesses in 
Parliaments, Edward’s successors were still free to negotiate with sep- 
arate classes, such as the merchants, or with special assemblies which 
were not Parliaments. 

Yet, while Edward surrendered no power to Parliament and continued 
to use it for his own purposes, he had created a situation which his 
weaker successors found hard to control. He had made Parliament the 
key to the English government. It was the highest court in the land, the 
center of the executive power, the meeting-place of the magnates, the 
tax-granting body and the chief agency for influencing public opinion. 
This concentration of functions was very convenient for Edward, but it 
could be very dangerous to a ruler who lost control of the great central 
assembly. If the magnates could gain control of Parliament and secure 
the support of the knights and burgesses, they could influence all the 
other branches of government and arouse public opinion against the 
king. This is exactly what happened during the century after Edward’s 
death. The magnates slowly weakened the hold of the king’s servants on 
Parliament and learned how to use the assembly for their own purposes. 
The knights and burgesses frequently supported the barons against the 
king and, in return, were allowed to initiate legislation favoring their 
interests. All the opponents of royal authority and royal policies united 
in Parliament, and thus the institution which Edward developed to in- 
crease his power became a means of restricting the power of his suc- 
cessors. 

Edward left his son other problems besides that of controlling Parlia- 
ment. In spite of heavy taxes, he had never succeeded in paying for his 
wars, and the country was practically bankrupt at his death in 1307. 
Invasions and executions had not subdued the Scots, and the northern 
kingdom was in open rebellion against English domination. The Eng- 
lish barons were not yet reconciled to government by the king’s House- 
hold, and the whole country had been irritated by repeated taxation. 
Edward’s ministers had not been as unscrupulous as those of Philip the 
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Fair in increasing royal power, but there had been many petty tyrants 
and grafters in the royal administration. The death of Edward, like 
the death of his great rival Philip, was the signal for an aristocratic re- 
action. The kings of France and England had destroyed the leadership 
of the Church, but they had not succeeded in establishing their own 
leadership on a firm basis. 


3. The Babylonian Captivity and the Great Schism 

The feudal reaction which followed the deaths of Philip the Fair and 
Edward I did not aid the Church to regain its lost leadership. The na- 
tional monarchs had profited from a general lo.ss of faith in ecclesiastical 
institutions to give a death-blow to the medieval papacy, but they were 
not responsible for the growing worthiness of European society, and the 
secular spirit was not dependent upon strong, centralized monarchies 
for its existence. No matter what their government, the people of Europe 
were suspicious of the international character of the Church, resentful 
of its interference in temporal affairs, and critical of its organization and 
personnel. It was natural enough that men who were feeling the first 
impulses of nationalism should lose faith in the old Christian common- 
wealth and that men absorbed in worldly interests should lose interest 
in the institution which led them to the other world. Much more danger- 
ous was the fact that the Church failed to satisfy the intellectual and 
spiritual needs of people who were neither nationalists nor capitalists. 
Scholars had increasing difficulty in reconciling faith and reason and 
many of them gave up the task in despair. Thousands of pious men and 
women found the formal services of the Church inadequate and sought 
closer contact with God through the meditations and ecstasies of mysti- 
cism. Ordinary people, who could be neither scholars nor mystics, still 
felt vaguely that there was something lacking in their religious experi- 
ences and tried to stimulate their dwindling faith by artificial means. 
They flocked to revivals, they multiplied forms and ceremonies and 
frequently took refuge in grossly superstitious practices. 

These conditions put the papacy on the defensive throughout the four- 
teenth century. The people felt that the organized Church was some- 
how to blame for their own mental and spiritual discomfort and greeted 
every attack on the hierarchy with ferocious joy. Even a line of saintly 
and statesmanlike pontiffs would have had trouble in meeting this situa- 
tion, and the popes of the fourteenth century were not distinguished for 
either quality. They were not bad men, compared with the popes of the 
early middle ages or of the Renaissance, but they were not the men 
whom the Church needed in a critical period. Skilful lawyers and able 
financiers, they perfected the judicial and fiscal organization of the 
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Church, but they did little to restore the shaken faith of the people of 
Europe. In fact, they weakened the position of the Church still further 
by acts which were entirely justifiable from the point of view of worldly 
wisdom, and completely inexcusable from a religious point of view. 

The most dangerous of these acts was the decision to remain at Avi- 
gnon. There were many good reasons for this decision. Avignon and 
southern France were peaceful and prosperous, while Rome and central 
Italy were in a state of anarchy; at Avignon the pope was relatively 
free from political pressure, while in Italy he was forced to take part in a 
never-ending series of alliances, betrayals, and wars; France and not 
Italy was the center of European civilization and the chief source of 
papal revenues. But these arguments were more than counterbalanced 
by two simple facts. From the very beginning, papal prestige and author- 
ity had been connected with the great tradition of Rome. A pope who 
did not perform his most important functions in Rome had lost much 
of his spiritual dignity ; an exile could hardly speak with authority. In 
the second place, ever since the surrender of Clement V to Philip the 
Fair, the people of Europe were convinced that a pope living at Avignon 
was little more than a functionary of the French king. This opinion was 
strengthened by the fact that the pope and a majority of the college of 
cardinals were French throughout the period of the Babylonian Cap- 
tivity. It was useless to point out that Avignon was in the Empire and 
not in France, or that the fourteenth century popes were less dependent 
on the French king than many of their predecessors. The charge of 
French influence was too valuable a weapon to be relinquished by the 
politicians who wanted to exalt national interests at the expense of 
Christian internationalism, and it was used repeatedly by enemies of the 
papacy. 

In their attempts to meet the danger caused by the rise of powerful 
secular governments, the Avignonese popes strengthened the adminis- 
trative system of the Church and weakened its spiritual authority. Since 
individual bishops and abbots were often dominated by lay rulers, the 
popes of the fourteenth century tried to centralize all important ecclesi- 
astical business in their own court. Tribunals and bureaus were mul- 
tiplied, and churchmen from all parts of Europe had to go to Avignon 
to settle their legal and administrative problems. This was an expensive 
and time-consuming practice, and reformers soon began to complain of 
the inefficiency and venality of the papal bureaucracy. Moreover, this 
elaborate administrative system created new expenses just as the old 
papal revenues were declining. Neither the Italians of the Papal States 
nor the people of England and the other vassal kingdoms were anxious 
to pay taxes or tribute to a pope who, they believed, was under French 
domination. Few pilgrims came to the unholy city of Avignon and there 
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were consequently few voluntary contributions to the expenses of the 
papal court. The only sources of revenue which remained were taxation 
of ecclesiastics and sale of indulgences, and neither of these could be 
developed very far without causing scandal. Yet the Avignonese popes 
felt that they had to have money in order to preserve the independence 
of the Church and as a result they adopted financial expedients which 
proved disastrous in the long run. 

The evils resulting from this situation are epitomized in the pontificate 
of John XXII ( 1316 - 1334 ). He perfected the system of financial extor- 
tion which, for the next two centuries, aroused the indignation of sincere 
Catholics, undermined popular respect for the papacy, and filled eccle- 
siastical offices with men who were better financiers than priests. By the 
fourteenth century the pope had gained the right to appoint most of the 
higher officers of the Church and John found in this right an unending 
source of profits. “Expectancies” were sold which gave the buyer the 
right to expect appointment to an office when it became vacant — unless 
some one else should offer a higher sum. “Annates,” usually about half 
of the first year’s income, had to be paid by ecclesiastics appointed to 
new offices by the pope. Heavy income taxes were imposed on all but 
the poorest of the clergy. The churchmen who paid these sums to the 
pope naturally tried to indemnify themselves by squeezing their sub- 
ordinates, and in the end the parish clergy and the laity bore most of 
the burden of papal taxation. Heavy fines were imposed in ecclesiastical 
courts, full payment of tithes was demanded, and great pressure was 
put on laymen to make contributions when they were receiving the 
ministrations of the Church. In addition, the popes continued to make 
war on their Christian enemies while talking of crusades against the 
infidel, and they raised large sums of money for both their real and 
their imaginary expeditions. As the possibility of a real crusade dimin- 
ished, the evils of indulgence-selling grew. Fantastic claims were made 
by ignorant agents and many religiously illiterate people came to be- 
lieve that salvation, like everything else, could be bought for money. 

It is not surprising that all the old attacks on the greed and dishonesty 
of the clergy were renewed and multiplied during the fourteenth century. 
“Whenever I entered the chambers of the ecclesiastics of the Papal 
Court, I found brokers and clergy engaged in weighing and reckoning 
the money which lay in heaps before them” — this from a zealous de- 
fender of the popes. Petrarch went further. Avignon, to him, was “the 
fountain of anguish, the dwelling-place of wrath, the school of errors, 
the temple of heresy, once Rome, now the false guilt-laden Babylon, the 
forge of lies, the horrible prison, the hell on earth.” Parliament tried to 
keep the pope from making appointments to English benefices and spoke 
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scornfully of the “sinful city of Avignon.” The clergy of Cologne drew 
up a formal protest : 

In consequence of the exactions with which the Papal Court burdens 
the clergy, the Apostolic See has fallen into such contempt, that the Catho- 
lic faith in these parts seems to be seriously imperilled. The laity speaks 
slightingly of the Church, because, departing from the customs of former 
days, she hardly ever sends forth preachers or reformers, but rather os- 
tentatious men, cunning, selfish and greedy. Things have come to such a 
pass, that few are Christian more than in name. 

Discontent with the government of the Church was intensified by 
the quarrels of John XXII wdth the Spiritual Franciscans and with 
the Emperor Lewis the Bavarian. The Spiritual Franciscans disliked the 
compromise through which their order enjoyed the use, though not the 
technical ownership, of large amounts of property. They wished to re- 
turn to the real poverty of their founder, and they suggested that all 
ecclesiastics should do likewise, since Christ and his apostles had had no 
possessions. This idea horrified John, who felt that temporal possessions 
were absolutely necessary to the welfare of the Church, and he tried to 
cut it off at the root by declaring it heresy to teach that Christ owned no 
property. A long struggle followed, in which the Spiritual Franciscans, 
though defeated in the end, made many effective attacks on the papacy. 
Their General appealed to a future council “which in faith and morals 
is superior to the pope, since a pope can err . . . but the Universal 
Church cannot err, and a council representing the Universal Church is 
likewise free from error.” This idea, elaborated by later writers, resulted 
in a vigorous attack on the papal monarchy in the early years of the 
fifteenth century. Other Franciscans took refuge with Lewis the Bavar- 
ian and helped to compose the anti-papal pamphlets which streamed 
from his court. 

The political significance of the struggle between John XXII and the 
Emperor Lewis was very slight, since both the papacy and the Empire 
were mere shadows of their former selves. The two antagonists went 
through the time-honored forms; Lewis invaded Italy and set up an 
anti-pope in Rome, while John declared that Lewis had forfeited his 
throne and supported anti-kings in Germany. This shadow-boxing had 
little effect on the princes and cities who held the real power in Germany 
and Italy, but it was accompanied by a war of pamphlets which still 
further disturbed the already troubled minds of men of the fourteenth 
century. John’s adherents made the most extreme claims for the temporal 
authority of the pope which were ever composed, but few people were 
impressed by their arguments. The political independence of secular 
rulers was an established fact and the events of the pontificates of Boni- 
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face VIII and Clement V could not be reversed by mere words. Far more 
important were the works of the anti-papal writers. These men justified 
a process which was already taking place ; they gave Europeans good, 
logical excuses for rejecting clerical influence in temporal affairs. They 
completed the task of destroying the leadership of the Church and of 
wrecking the thirteenth century balance between reason and revelation. 

The most important of these writers were William Ockham, Jean of 
Jandun, and Marsiglio of Padua. Ockham was an English philosopher 
who was not satisfied with the synthesis of secular learning and Catholic 
doctrine which had been constructed by Thomas Aquinas. In criticizing 
the work of his great predecessor, he became very sceptical about the 
possibility of discovering religious truth through the use of human 
reason. He did not deny the truth of the Christian faith, but asserted 
that men knew that faith only because God had willed it, and not because 
it was consonant with natural human reason. This emphasis on the im- 
portance of will rather than reason marked a profound change in Euro- 
pean thinking and showed how completely the medieval system had dis- 
integrated. Translated into politics, it meant that action rather than 
reflection, success rather than abstract justice were the qualities which 
were going to be honored for the next two centuries. Ockham was also 
a strong nominalist, that is, he denied that abstract ideas had any real 
existence and asserted that our only sure knowledge is of specific facts. 
According to this reasoning, the individual Christian is far more impor- 
tant than the artificial and unreal idea of Christendom. Thus Ockham 
could assert that councils as well as popes might err, since truth was to 
be found only in Scripture and not in the abstraction called the Church. 

Ockham’s ideas were revolutionary, but they were expressed in the 
form of philosophical hypotheses which appealed only to scholars. Jean 
of Jandun and Marsiglio of Padua were as radical as Ockham and were 
more anxious to demonstrate the practical implications of their beliefs. 
The Defensor Pads, which they completed in 1324, is the most important 
political writing of the later middle ages. Both Jean and Marsiglio had 
taught at the University of Paris and had been influenced by Ockham’s 
nominalist philosophy. Jean had also studied Aristotle’s Politics care- 
fully, while Marsiglio seems to have drawn some of his ideas from his 
practical experience in Italian politics. Their book is a searching ex- 
amination of the nature of government, spiritual as well as temporal. 
In politics they favored a limited monarchy, guided by the laws and 
customs chosen by the better element ' among the citizens. A king who 
defied the basic laws of his country could be displaced by this group of 
leading citizens. This is an interesting theoretical expression of the 
tendency toward aristocratic parliamentary government which was 

^ The Latin phrase here translated as “better element” is “valentior pars.” 
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evident in every fourteenth century country. In religion they asserted 
that the Church was the whole body of the faithful and denied that the 
clergy had any coercive authority. Churchmen were physicians of the 
soul, as doctors were physicians of the body, but neither group of healers 
could claim the right to make law, to judge or to defy secular authority. 
The Church was merely one form of social activity, and, like all other 
activities, was to be subordinate to the state. Even questions of internal 
organization and discipline were to be determined by the prince, or by 
a council representing the whole body of the faithful. This was the first 
clear assertion of the supremacy of secular rulers over the Church, and 
it was studied diligently by all opponents of papal power for the next 
two centuries. Wycliffe, Huss, Luther and Calvin were all directly or 
indirectly indebted to the Defensor Pads. The pope was naturally 
shocked by the book and damned Marsiglio and his followers as “mon- 
sters from the deeps of Satan and the sulphur pools of Hell.” 

The ideas brought forth by this last struggle between the papacy and 
the Empire were too extreme to be completely accepted in the fourteenth 
century. Secular rulers were having troubles of their own and were un- 
willing to take radical steps against the Church, while John’s successors 
were anxious to restore the old working compromise between lay and 
ecclesiastical authority. So the storm gradually subsided, but the writ- 
ings remained to torment the papacy io its next great crisis. Meanwhile, 
the popes of Avignon reaped the benefits of the fiscal system which 
John XXII had perfected. The centralization of Church government 
was completed, the administrative system was perfected, and a real 
effort was made to reconquer the lands of the Church in Italy. With all 
these expenses, there was still enough money left to establish a splendid 
court, and Avignon became a center of European art and literature. The 
Palace of the Popes, which was built at this time, is a testimony to the 
wealth, the artistic taste, and the worldly outlook of the Avignonese 
pontiffs. To the great Catholic scholar. Pastor, it symbolized the history 
of the Captivity. 

This gigantic pile stands on the rock of the Doms, and with its huge, 
heavy square towers, its naked yellowish-brown colossal walls, five yards 
in thickness and broken irregularly by a few pointed windows, is one of 
the most imposing creations of medieval architecture. In its strange com- 
bination of castle and cloister, prison and palace, this temporary residence 
of the popes reflects both the deterioration and the fate of the papacy in 
France. . . . The Palace of the Popes, in comparison with which the neigh- 
boring cathedral has an insignificant appearance, also manifests the decline 
of the ecclesiastical, and the predominance of the worldly, warlike, and 
princely element, which marked the Avignon period.’- 

’ History of the Popes (London, 1891), vol. I, p. 84. 
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While the popes were establishing themselves in luxury and seeming 
permanence at Avignon, the Patrimony of Saint Peter was sinking into 
misery and lawlessness. Some conception of the condition of the country- 
side may be gathered from one of Boccaccio’s stories, in which he casually 
describes the depredations wrought by packs of wolves, the omnipresent 
bands of robbers, and the incessant wars of the barons as events so 
common as to need no special comment. Rome itself was reduced to 
poverty by the removal of the papal court and the cessation of pilgrim- 
ages. Buildings fell in ruins and cattle grazed in Saint Peter’s and the 
Lateran. The miserable inhabitants of the decaying city consoled them- 
selves with memories of their past greatness and insisted that the Roman 
people would yet again rule the world. Since the pope had moved the 
spiritual capital of Christendom to Avignon, they began to talk of mak- 
ing Rome a political capital by reviving the Republic. Soon a leader 
appeared who promised to fulfil all their aspirations. Cola di Rienzi 
was a strange mixture of prophet and charlatan, statesman and vision- 
ary. His eloquence and beauty enthralled the mob, while his plans for 
restoring order by ending the interminable feuds among the nobility 
gained him some support from the papal representatives. He was made 
Tribune and virtual dictator of Rome in 1347 and for a few months he 
seemed to have succeeded in reviving the prestige of the ancient Re- 
public. But he soon disgusted every one by his exaggerated claims to 
authority both in Rome and in Europe, and before the year was out the 
people drove him from the city. Life in the Patrimony became more 
violent than ever, until six years later, Cardinal Albornoz made a new 
effort to restore order. Albornoz was a skilful diplomat and an able 
soldier, but it took years of hard fighting to win even a partial victory. 
He forced the people to be obedient to the pope, but he could not build 
up real loyalty to an absentee ruler. 

Fear that a sudden uprising might undo Albornoz’ work forced the 
pope to consider the advisability of a return to Rome. This inclination 
was strengthened by the fact that Avignon was no longer the quiet 
refuge it had seemed earlier in the century. The Hundred Years’ War 
had filled France with mercenary soldiers who soon found that organized 
pillage was more profitable than formal warfare. Their raids extended to 
the walls of Avignon, and the pope himself was forced to pay them 
tribute. Finally, Urban V (1362-1370) w'as a sincerely pious man who 
felt keenly the need of reform in the Church and the decline of papal 
prestige. By returning to Rome he hoped to gain the moral strength, 
necessary for his two favorite projects — ecclesiastical reform and a 
crusade against the Turks. Despite the protests of his cardinals and of 
the French king, he set out in 1367 and was received with jubilation in 
Rome. For three years he battled manfully with the intricacies of Roman 
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politics, but in the end, defeated and disillusioned, he returned to Avi- 
gnon, where he died disconsolate. His successor, Gregory XI, though 
pious and quite conscious of the need for reform, naturally hesitated to 
make a second attempt, but his flagging courage was revived by the 
exhortations of St. Catherine of Siena, who lectured the Supreme Pontiff 
with astounding frankness. A few months in the Eternal City convinced 
him that he had made a mistake and he was preparing to flee when he 
died in 1378. 

The papal conclave of 1378 is one of the most important in the history 
of the Church. Out of this election grew the Schism, and from the Schism 
came a host of evils from which the Church never entirely recovered. 
The details of the election are confused and the evidence we possess is full 
of contradictions, so there is still no certainty as to what actually hap- 
pened. Only sixteen cardinals took part in the election ; six others re- 
mained at Avignon and one was absent on papal business. The French 
had an overwhelming majority in the college, but they were divided by 
provincial jealousies, so that every one realized that it would be neces- 
sary to choose a compromise candidate. The situation was further com- 
plicated by the fact that most of the cardinals wished to return to Avi- 
gnon, while the Roman populace was determined to put an end to the 
Captivity. All through the conclave a mob milled around the Vatican 
howling “a Roman, a Roman, we want a Roman for a pope or at least 
an Italian.” Before the formal voting began a majority composed of the 
North French and Italian cardinals had agreed on the archbishop of 
Bari as the logical candidate, since he was an Italian and at the same 
time was thought to be a lover of Avignon. His election seemed certain 
when the conclave was disrupted by an invasion of the populace. The 
cardinals fled, but later in the day met secretly and formally ratified the 
choice of the archbishop, who took the title of Urban VI. The violence 
of the mob does not seem to have been a decisive factor in the election. 
Creighton, a modern Protestant scholar, says : “It would seem that there 
was some sense of popular pressure, but not enough to influence the 
conduct of the cardinals.” The cardinals recognized Urban as a lawful 
pope after the mob had dissolved and reported to their colleagues at 
Avignon that they had voted “freely and unanimously.” 

Doubts began to appear only when Urban proved to be anything but 
the pliable tool they had anticipated. The cardinals had known him as 
a faithful and obedient subordinate, without initiative or program of his 
own — just the person to obey them in all things. They were soon un- 
deceived. Urban’s character was transformed or liberated by his eleva- 
tion to power, and he became both a brutal autocrat and a fanatical 
reformer. Urban not only silenced harshly all suggestion of a return to 
Avignon but lectured the cardinals on their private lives, reduced their 
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incomes, and humiliated them in public. The task of reforming the be- 
havior of the cardinals would probably have exhausted the patience of a 
St. Francis, but Urban’s irritability and violence made even St. Cather- 
ine of Siena cry out : “For the love of Christ, moderate a little the violent 
actions to which your nature drives you ! ” Under the circumstances, it 
was not difficult for the cardinals to convince themselves that Urban’s 
election had been uncanonical and, after submitting to his tirades for a 
few months, they fled to Anagni, declared Urban no pope, and elected 
a Frenchman, Clement VII, who took up his residence at Avignon. 

The action of the cardinals created an unparalleled situation. There 
had been schisms in the past, but it had always been easy to decide which 
of the rival claimants was the real pope. Never before had the college of 
cardinals declared that an election was illegal, and never before had 
Europe been so divided that neither candidate could gain the allegiance 
of a majority of the faithful. Politics dominated the decisions of rulers, 
and the division between the two obediences might have been predicted 
in advance from the alliances of the states of Europe. The French nat- 
urally supported the pope of Avignon, as did the Spanish kingdoms and 
Portugal. Scotland, the ancient ally of France, also accepted Clement, 
while England and Germany, as enemies of France, backed Urban. Most 
of Italy also supported the Roman pope, though some princes whom 
Urban had offended turned to Clement. The faithful were dismayed by 
a scandalous situation which provoked the mirth of Jews and Moham- 
medans, and soon the best minds of Europe began to search for a solu- 
tion of the problem. The suggestions which were first made were of a 
frankly opportunist nature. It was proposed that both popes agree to 
appoint no more cardinals, so that in time one line would die out, but 
neither Urban nor Clement would consent to this. The rivals were also 
equally reluctant to resign, as such an action would impugn the legality 
of the election of the one who gave way. Each professed his willingness 
to resign simultaneously with his opponent, but this could be done only 
at a meeting of the two popes, and, whether from accident or design, 
projected meetings never took place. 

As years went on and the Schism continued, the condition of the 
Church became increasingly desperate. Urban died in 1389 and Clement 
in 1394, but the cardinals of each camp promptly elected new popes, 
instead of profiting by these opportunities to heal the breach in the 
Church. It seemed as if Europe were to be divided forever between the 
two allegiances and gloomy prophecies were rampant. “They say that 
the world must be renewed,” exclaimed a devout Catholic. “I say it must 
be destroyed.” Many of the common people began to wonder whether 
the sacraments administered by either group of clergymen were valid, 
and some declared that no soul had entered heaven since the beginning 
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of the Schism. The rival popes, engaged in a bitter political struggle, 
could spare little thought for reform. More than ever it was necessary to 
raise money by every possible means and to appoint prelates who were 
shrewd politicians and good businessmen rather than spiritual leaders. 
Conditions were worst in the unhappy dioceses of doubtful obedience 
where rival appointees fought for the possession of office, but even in 
the regions which were unquestionably loyal to Rome or to Avignon, 
there was a decline in ecclesiastical discipline and morality. Even the 
orthodox began to denounce both popes indiscriminately, because they 
were refusing to make any sacrifice for the good of Christendom. “The 
pope today is Anti-Christ!” declared an English knight. “Your bishops 
and prelates are the members of the beast, and the friars are his tail." 
Other men were so disgusted with the situation that they broke with 
the Church entirely, and heresy became a problem for the first time 
since the suppression of the Albigensians. 

The intellectual father of the most dangerous heresies of the late 
fourteenth century was an English professor, John Wycliffe.^ Like Ock- 
ham, Wycliffe insisted on the importance of the Scriptures and de- 
nounced traditions and authorities which seemed to him to contradict 
the clear meaning of the Bible. Like Marsiglio, he denied the superiority 
and special sanctity of the clergy and taught that lay rulers had the right 
to correct the Church when it erred. Like the Spiritual Franciscans, he 
denounced the wealth of the Church and suggested that secular author- 
ities would do well to confiscate it. In defending these positions he fell 
into some doctrinal heresies — for example, he denied the orthodox view 
about transubstantiation — but his chief attack was on the government 
and privileges of the Church. As the Schism developed, he rejected the 
authority of the pope and claimed that Christ was the only Head of the 
Church. He denounced the sale of indulgences and asserted that the 
whole system of penance and absolution had become a mechanical per- 
formance which had no spiritual validity. There was nothing very new 
in what he taught, but the troubled condition of Europe gave him greater 
influence than his predecessors. 

The English aristocracy, already resentful of papal financial demands, 
supported him even before the Schism began, and the breach in the 
Church gave him a chance to spread his doctrine among the people. 
“Poor priests” went through the country, teaching a radical version of 
his beliefs, and made many converts. His insistence on the importance 
of the Scriptures led to English translations of the Bible which were 

'■His name has also been spelled “Wyclif,” “Wiclif,” or “Wyclyf.” The last 
form is most common in contemporary documents, but the spelling used in the 
text is found in most modern books and it seems unnecessary to insist on an 
unfamiliar form. 
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widely read. The pope made several efforts to have him condemned, but 
he was supported by so many powerful Englishmen that he was never 
seriously disturbed, and died in peace in his rectory of Lutterworth. His 
followers, the Lollards, were severely persecuted after the change of 
dynasty in 1399, but while the movement was driven underground it was 
never entirely extinguished. Scholars disagree as to the influence of the 
Lollards on the English Reformation, but there is no doubt that they 
still existed in the sixteenth century and that they took part in the next 
great attack on Rome. 

Wycliffe’s influence was even greater in the distant kingdom of Bo- 
hemia than it had been in his own land. The Czechs were naturally in- 
clined toward heresy, since Catholicism had been brought in by German 
overlords and seemed to many of them a symbol of the domination of 
Teuton over Slav. The fourteenth century kings of Bohemia, though 
foreigners, had encouraged the growth of nationalism in their efforts 
to build up a strong state. Charles IV. the ablest of the Luxembourg 
dynasty, had encouraged popular preachers who attacked the morals of 
the clergy and the administration of the Church. Charles had also 
founded the University of Prague, and this institution, originally domi- 
nated by Germans, soon became a center of Czech nationalism and a 
breeding-place of religious reformers. The Bohemians were already 
critical of the Church when Wycliffe’s writings were brought to Prague 
by scholars who had studied at Oxford. They rapidly became popular, 
for they gave logical expression to ideas which the Czechs had been try- 
ing to work out by themselves. John Huss, rector of the university and 
leader of the movement for clerical reform, was especially stimulated 
by Wycliffe’s work and soon found himself in open conflict with the 
Church. Like Wycliffe, he began with attacks on the abuses of clerical 
power and was led on until he was forced to deny the authority on which 
the power was based. Against the tradition and doctrine of the Church, 
he asserted the right of the individual to work out his own belief from 
a study of the Bible. Huss was supported at first by the king and many 
of the clergy, but as he passed from reform to heresy, he lost their sup- 
port. His opponents denounced him to the pope, who condemned the 
doctrines of Wycliffe and excommunicated Huss. This action had very 
little effect. Huss always thought of himself as a good Catholic and failed 
to see that his insistence on the rights of the individual conscience must 
be branded as heresy by the Church. As for the Czechs, they were ready 
to follow Huss whether he were a heretic or a saint. He was attacking 
intolerable abuses among the clergy, he was giving them a religion which 
stirred their hearts, and he was opposing the hated foreigners. Most of 
Bohemia was Hussite in the early years of the fifteenth century, and 
the orthodox Catholics who remained were unable to turn the tide. 
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4. The Councils and the Papal Restoration 

The situation of the Church about 1400 seemed hopeless. The Schism 
had lasted for twenty-two years and showed no signs of healing ; Eng- 
land was full of heretics; Bohemia was almost ready to break away; 
and even the orthodox were denouncing the Church with unparalleled 
vigor. Some historians have claimed that the Church was far weaker, 
far more corrupt in 1400 than in 1500, and have wondered why the 
Reiorraation was delayed for a century. The only answer that can be 
given to this question is that the middle ages were dying but were not 
yet dead. The rulers of Europe were not quite ready to stand alone or 
to assert openly that religion was merely a branch of politics. The peo- 
ple of Europe were not quite ready to abandon their old belief in the 
unity of Christendom. It was possible to make one last effort to save 
the Church. That effort resulted in the Conciliar iNIovement. 

The idea of rescuing the Church by calling a council which would be 
independent of both popes originated in the University of Paris. That 
fact alone shows how desperate the situation was. Paris, for generations, 
had been the stronghold of orthodox theology, the supporter of papal 
monarchy. But the papal monarchy had failed, and the scholars of the 
university began to examine the history of the Church to see if they 
could find any other basis for its government. First tentatively, then 
with more vigor and courage as the Schism wore on, theologians like 
Gerson and Pierre d’Ailly argued that the Church needed something like 
parliamentary government. History and natural law, they said, proved 
that general councils of prelates and scholars, representing the Universal 
Church, had final authority to determine the articles of the faith and the 
forms of ecclesiastical government. Since the popes could not heal the 
Schism, a council composed of the better elements of the Church should 
take up the task. The council should also reform the Church, both mor- 
ally and politically, so that a catastrophe such as the Schism could not 
recur. These beliefs slowly gained ground, but one great difficulty 
blocked the acceptance of the theologians’ solution. Who had the right 
to call a council, and who should preside over it in the absence of a uni- 
versally recognized pope ? Scholars wrestled with this problem in closely 
reasoned volumes, but produced no generally acceptable solution. At 
last the cardinals became alarmed by the growing radicalism of the 
discussion. An attack on the papal monarchy was an attack on them, 
since practically all their power came from delegations of papal author- 
ity. To save the situation, most of the cardinals of both obediences aban- 
doned their masters and issued a call for a council to meet at Pisa. This 
action met with wide approval and, in 1409, an imposing assemblage set 
about the task of healing the Schism, The ri'.'al popes were deposed and 
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after long argument it was decided that a new pope should be elected 
by a two-thirds majority of each college of cardinals who were to elect 
“in place of the council.” This evasive phrase showed that the council 
was not quite sure of its own power but was still unwilling to abandon 
the idea of conciliar supremacy. The cardinals elected the archbishop 
of Milan, who was acceptable to both sides because he was a Greek and 
therefore not strongly committed to either of the deposed popes. 

The jubilation aroused by the election of Alexander V was short- 
lived. Neither of the deposed pontiffs recognized the legality of the 
Council of Pisa, and both excommunicated the adherents of Alexander. 
The attempt to heal the Schism had created a new breach in the Church ; 
there were now three popes instead of two. The prestige of the Pisan 
party was further impaired when, on the death of Alexander V in 1410, 
the cardinals elected John XXIII, a famous Italian warrior, an excel- 
lent general, but scarcely an edifying Vicar of Christ. John did his best 
to gain support by appointing some of the ablest theologians of Europe 
to the college of cardinals, but scandalous stories of his private life con- 
tinued to circulate. Moreover, the Council of Pisa had been unsuccessful 
in dealing with the problems of ecclesiastical reform and the suppres- 
sion of heresy, and John was too busy fighting in Italy to devote much 
time to his spiritual functions. The cry for a council recommenced, with 
more vigor than ever. The avowed determination of the conciliar party 
to impose permanent checks on papal power naturally made John re- 
luctant to assemble the fathers of the Church again, but in 1411 the 
reform party secured the aid of the Emperor Sigismund. The advocates 
of conciliar supremacy had been troubled because the traditional way 
of summoning a council was through a papal proclamation, which in 
itself was a recognition of the pope’s power over the Church. The ex- 
pedient of letting the cardinals call a council had not proved too suc- 
cessful, and it was evident that the support of secular rulers was neces- 
sary if the reform movement was to continue. Sigismund. saw in this 
situation an opportunity to revive the power and prestige of the Empire 
and may even have hoped to put the ideas of Marsiglio of Padua into 
practice. Accordingly, after recognizing John as the true pope, he de- 
manded the calling of a council, John resisted until his position in Italy 
became so weak that he could not risk the displeasure of the emperor. 
In 1413 he met Sigismund at Lodi, and there the pope and emperor 
issued a call for a council to meet in the following year at Constance. 
The choice of an imperial city showed Sigismund’s strength and John’s 
weakness ; it meant that it would be very difficult for the pope and his 
officials to dominate the assembly. 

For four years the little Swiss town was the capital of Christendom. 
The Council of Constance was no mere assembly of prelates, but a 



433 


The Church Loses its Leadership 

European Congress in which representatives of kings and princes had 
as much influence as bishops and learned doctors of the universities. 
The spiritual, intellectual, and political leaders of Europe had united 
in one last effort to preserve the medieval Church. They were agreed 
that three things were needed : the healing of the Schism, the reformation 
of the Church “in head and members,” and the elimination of heresy. 
Most of them believed that this program could not be achieved without 
imposing severe limitations on papal power, and John was aware of the 
danger even before he reached Constance. The fierce old warrior punctu- 
ated his passage over the Alps by gusts of anger, in which the language 
of the guard-room took on a heightened vividness by contrast with his 
pontifical robes. At his first glimpse of Constance, lying between its lake 
and the protecting wall of mountains, he exclaimed, between terror and 
cynical amusement, "A trap for foxes ! ” 

The problem first attacked by the council was the one on which there 
was the least divergence of opinion : the suppression of heresy as repre- 
sented by John Huss of Bohemia. Prelates and scholars were agreed 
that the Hussite movement must be broken, and the Czechs had no 
political influence to use against the representatives of orthodox the- 
ology. The Emperor Sigismund, as heir to the Bohemian crown, was 
naturally worried by the turmoil in his future dominions, while the Ger- 
man princes were annoyed by the anti-Teutonic character of the heresy. 
However, at first neither party thought that extreme measures would 
be necessary. Sigismund asked Huss to appear at Constance to answer 
the charge of heresy and sent him an imperial safe-conduct for the jour- 
ney. Huss consented gladly, confident that he could convince the council 
of the reasonableness and orthodoxy of his position. To his surprise, he 
no sooner appeared at Constance than he was placed under surveillance 
and shortly afterward Imprisoned. Sigismund protested this violation of 
the imperial safe-conduct, but the council stood fast on the ancient 
contention that “neither by natural, divine nor human law was any 
promise to be observed to the prejudice of the Catholic faith.” The 
emperor’s attitude changed when Huss stated that if he had not wished 
to come to Constance no human power could have forced him to appear. 
This challenge to royal power so irritated Sigismund that he washed 
his hands of the whole affair. The council itself was not anxious to exe- 
cute Huss, and for many months every effort was made to induce him 
to admit his errors and recant. With full knowledge of the consequences 
of a refusal he stood fast. “I stand before the judgment seat of God,” 
he cried, “who will judge both you and me after our deserts.” Finally, 
when all persuasion failed to move him, he was condemned and burned. 
The council, representing medieval Catholicism, could have done noth- 
ing else, since it was still generally believed that a heretic was the most 
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dangerous of all criminals. But the fifteenth century was not the thir- 
teenth, and the people of Bohemia were not ready to sacrifice a national 
leader for the sake of Christian unity. Neither the execution of Huss nor 
that of his chief lieutenant, Jerome of Prague, a year later, put an end 
to the Bohemian heresy. The Czechs rebelled against their German 
king as well as against the Catholic Church, and for over a generation 
maintained their political and religious independence. Though Bohemian 
resistance collapsed in the second half of the fifteenth century, Hussite 
beliefs were not blotted out of existence. In Bohemia, as in England, 
embers of revolt remained which were fanned into flame by the storm 
of the Reformation. 

On the question of the extirpation of heresy there was little division 
in the council. There remained the thorny questions of the Schism and 
reform. John XXIII wished to have his own title confirmed and his two 
rivals deposed anew, but he realized that many leaders of the council 
felt that reform should begin with a careful examination of his own 
actions. To prevent hostile moves he had brought a host of Italian pre- 
lates in his train, confident that their voles would enable him to domi- 
nate the council. To his dismay, the non-Italian members, led by Sigis- 
mund, insisted on the revolutionary idea of voting by nations rather 
than by head. This innovation represented more than mere distrust of 
John ; it was an indication of the growing national feeling which was 
dividing Europe into political units suspicious of one another and hostile 
to the supra-national position of the Church. The division by nations 
gave powerful rulers an excellent opportunity to influence the voting, 
and embassies from the kings of France and England frequently de- 
termined the decisions of the council. John’s alarm was heightened by 
pointed remarks about his fitness for office, and in 1415 he sought to 
wreck the council by fleeing from Constance. He almost succeeded ; only 
the cool-headedness of Sigismund calmed the panic-stricken delegates. 
Once reassured, the council took the offensive and voted that “this 
Synod, lawfully assembled in the Holy Ghost, forming a general council 
representing the Catholic Church Rlililant, has its power immediately 
from Christ, and all men, of every rank and dignity, even the pope, are 
bound to obey it in matters pertaining to the faith and the extirpation 
of the present schism and general reformation of the Church of God in 
head and members.” The cardinals protested against this assertion of 
conciliar supremacy but, w'hen threatened with exclusion from the con- 
ferences, they gave way and accepted the decree. For a time the flight 
of the pope encouraged the council to take prompt and vigorous action. 
A long list of charges against John was prepared, and the council voted 
to depose him. Shortly afterward he was frightened into resigning. Then 
Gregory XII, pope in the line descended from Urban VI, resigned, after 
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convoking the council anew. Both his actions had great significance in 
the subsequent history of the Church. Had he waited to be deposed, as 
did the representative of the Avignon line, there could have been no 
doubt of the council’s control of the papacy, since all three claimants 
would have been deprived of office by conciliar action. By his resigna- 
tion he preserved the tradition that no power could depose a true pope. 
Moreover, by calling the council anew, he maintained the tradition that 
the pope alone could call a council. 

From 1415 to 1417 there was no ipe. During this period the council 
set up committees to examine problems of church reform. The nature 
and extent of the abuses to be corrected may be judged by the following 
account, written by a doctor of the University of Paris who was a papal 
secretary. 

Nowadays in undertaking a cure of souls no mention is made of divine 
services, of the salvation or edification of those entrusted to the priest’s 
care; the only question is about the revenue. . . . The popes in their de- 
sire for money have drawn all manner of elections into their own hands, 
and appoint ignorant and useless men, provided they are rich and can af- 
ford to pay large sums. The rights of bishops and patrons are set at naught, 
grants of benefices in expectancy are given to men who come from the plow 
and do not know A from B. Papal collectors devastate the land, and ex- 
communicate or suspend those who do not satisfy their demands; hence 
churches fall into ruins and the church plate is .sold; priests leave their 
benefices and take to secular occupations. Ecclesiastical cases are drawn 
into the papal court on every kind of pretext, and judgment is given in 
favor of those who pay the most. The papal curia alone is rich, and benefices 
are heaped on cardinals who devour their revenues in luxury and neglect 
their duties. [The clergy] strive, scold, litigate, and would endure with 
greater calmness the loss of ten thousand souls than of ten thousand shillings. 
If by chance there arises a pastor who does not walk in this way, who despises 
money or condemns avarice, or does not wring gold justly or unjustly from 
his people, but who strives by wholesome exhortation to benefit their souls 
and meditates on the law of God more than on the laws of men, forthwith 
the teeth of all are whetted against him. . . . Ecclesiastical jurisdiction is 
useless. Priests condemned for theft, homicide, rape, sacrilege, or any other 
serious offense, are only condemned to imprisonment on a diet of bread and 
water, and are imprisoned only until they have paid enough money, when 
they walk away scot free. On the other hand, the episcopal jurisdiction is 
eagerly extended over harmless rustics, and summoners scour the land to 
pry out offenses against canon law, for which the luckless victims are 
harassed by protracted law-suits and are driven to pay heavy fines to escape. 
Bishops do not hesitate to sell to priests licenses to keep concubines. No care 
is taken to ordain proper persons to the priesthood. Men who are lazy and 
do not choose to work, but who wish to live in idleness, fly to the priest- 
hood. As priests, they frequent brothels and taverns and spend their time 
in drinking, revelling and gambling, fight and brawl in their cups, and with 
their polluted lips blaspheme the name of God and the saints, and from the 
embraces of prostitutes hurry to the altar. 
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Like most medieval diatribes this statement is exaggerated, but all 
the abuses it describes did exist and some of them were so common that 
they had become a regular part of the administrative system of the 
Church. 

The council was well aware of the need for reform, but the decrees 
w'hich it passed were utterly inadequate to remedy the situation. The 
tendency toward centralization of Church government could not safely 
be reversed, and no one seemed able to find a way of halting the abuses 
which went with centralization. Practically nothing was done to im- 
prove the financial system, though the pope was forbidden to transfer 
prelates against their will from one post to another, or to demand money 
from the bishops without just cause. The council placed most of its 
hopes for reform in the famous decree, Frequens, which prescribed that 
councils were to meet at regular intervals, even if the pope were unwill- 
ing to call them. These periodic assemblies were to continue the work 
of reform and were gradually to purge the Church of its abuses. Thus 
the pope would be assisted by a sort of ecclesiastical parliament and the 
dangers of the Schism could never recur. 

This was an inadequate program, but the failure of the council to 
reform the Church was as natural as it was complete. The council pro- 
duced no great leader, like St. Bernard or Gregory VII, to unite the 
wavering fathers into a crusade for the purification of the Church. In- 
stead of unity there were three conflicting elements — cardinals, prelates, 
and representatives of the secular rulers. From the cardinals little could 
be expected, because any change would lessen not only their wealth, 
but also their power. Among the other ecclesiastics, most desired re- 
form, but where should the process begin? Any worthwhile reform would 
injure the interests of some group and might weaken the government 
of the Church at a time when it needed all its strength to meet the in- 
creasing danger of secular control. No one possessed the imagination, 
the knowledge, or the courage to formulate a plan which would demand 
equal sacrifices from all groups and which would eradicate financial 
abuses while leaving the Church the income necessary to preserve its 
independence. Many prelates reasoned, like the heads of colleges which 
have become dependent upon the revenue produced by football, that if 
the abuses were eliminated the institution would cease to exist. Nor could 
much aid be expected from temporal rulers. They had found that talk 
of reform was an effective way of putting pressure on the clergy, but 
they were not anxious to end a system which enabled them to share 
ecclesiastical appointments and revenues with the pope. Even Sigis- 
mund’s zeal for reform dwindled as the council continued, and toward 
the end he spent most of his time in securing his own rights. With no 
political or religious leadership, the council began to flounder, and by 
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141 7 most people were rather tired of the whole business. The members 
of the council realized that their work was only half done, but they had 
been in session for over two years and were anxious to go home. They 
comforted themselves by the thought that the papacy was no longer 
autocratic and that subsequent councils could complete the work of 
reform. Even this hope was soon to be destroyed. 

In 1417 the council decided to elect a pope, in spite of the protests of 
a few members who realized that this action would threaten the whole 
reform movement. Most prelates were anxious to establish the govern- 
ment of the Church on a normal basis ; they felt that recovery should 
precede complete reform. As a final concession to the conciliar idea, 
delegates from each nation were added to the college which was to elect 
the new pope. Martin V, who was chosen by this unusual procedure, soon 
showed that he was going to maintain all the old traditions of papal 
absolutism. His first action was to confirm the rules of the papal chancery 
as issued by John XXIII. This dismayed the council, for these rules 
sanctioned all the financial abuses which had grown up in the last cen- 
tury. Martin was undeterred by criticism, for he judged correctly that 
the council had exhausted its strength and that Europe would not toler- 
ate a new civil war in the Church. He proceeded to defy the whole theory 
of conciliar supremacy by announcing that “no one may appeal from 
the supreme judge, that is, the Apostolic see or the Roman Pontiff, 
Vicar on earth of Jesus Christ, or may decline his authority in matters 
of faith.” Individual members demanded the withdrawal of this state- 
ment, but most of the fathers were unwilling to quarrel with a pope 
whom they had just made, and refused to protest. In 1418 the council 
was formally adjourned and Martin was left in full control of the gov- 
ernment of the Church. 

The Council of Constance had healed the Schism, and the importance 
of this achievement should not be underestimated. The history of Europe 
would have been very different if the Church had broken up into national 
units in the fifteenth century. But while the council preserved religious 
unity, it failed in its other tasks, and the Church did not regain its lost 
power and prestige. The effort to reform the Church “in head and mem- 
bers” had produced no result of importance. The attempt to limit papal 
power had been challenged by the pope chosen by the council itself. The 
burning of Huss and of Jerome of Prague failed to end the danger from 
heresy because the council did little to remove the real causes of heresy. 
Many earnest Christians still found the clergy too worldly and the 
services of the Church too mechanical to satisfy their religious aspira- 
tions. As a result, the criticism of ecclesiastical institutions and Catholic 
dogma, begun during the Captivity and the Schism, continued through- 
out the fifteenth century. The Council of Constance succeeded in post- 
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poning the Protestant Reformation, but it had not succeeded in tearing 
up its roots. 

The crisis through which the Church had just passed and the criticism 
to which it had been subjected, made imperative a strengthening of its 
spiritual foundations, but there was little recognition of this fact by the 
popes of the fifteenth century. The architectural monuments left to us 
by these pontiffs express perfectly the ideals of the age. Here is no sense 
of mystery and aspiring faith such as one finds embodied in the cathe- 
drals of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, but only a sense of worldly, 
pagan power. This secularization of the papacy is evident in the policy 
of IMartin V. His great work was the subjugation of the States of the 
Church and the restoration of the prosperity of Rome. These were legiti- 
mate objectives, but they entailed the expenditure of large sums of 
money, and these funds could be secured only through the perpetuation 
of the financial abuses which had already weakened the Church. A year 
before ^Martin’s death, an envoy of the Teutonic Knights wrote : “Greed 
reigns supreme in the Roman Court, and day by day finds new devices 
and artifices for extorting money from Germany under pretext of ec- 
clesiastical fees. Many questions in regard to the papacy will arise, 
or else obedience will be entirely renounced to escape from these out- 
rageous exactions of the Italians; and the latter course would be, as 
I perceive, acceptable to many countries.” Martin’s financial needs were 
increased by his desire to enrich his family. Nepotism was not a new 
thing in the papacy, but in the fifteenth century it mounted to unheard-of 
proportions. It became a public scandal when popes began to shower not 
only money, but also high offices in the Church, on their relatives and 
even on their illegitimate children. 

Protests against papal exactions naturally took the form of renewed 
demands for conciliar supremacy. Martin did not dare violate his prom- 
ise to summon councils at stated intervals, but he was successful in pre- 
venting the one assembly held during his pontificate, that of Pavia-Siena, 
from accomplishing anything of value. This check angered the reformers, 
and they arranged for the next council to meet across the Alps at Basel, 
where it could not be so easily dominated by the pope and his Italian 
supporters. Eugenius IV, who had succeeded Martin, saw that the re- 
formers were going to make a great effort to realize their program and 
when the council met in 1431, he tried to dissolve it before it began its 
deliberations. This caused such a storm of protest that he was forced to 
hold his hand while the council issued bulls asserting its supremacy in 
the Church and its intention to effect a thorough reformation of all 
abuses. As at Constance, however, the members were unable to take 
prompt, effective action because they could not agree on specific reme- 
dies, and the sessions dragged on year after year. Eugenius still con- 
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trolled the government of the Church and was able to bring some prelates 
to his side by offers of high office, while others deserted the council 
because they were weary of its ineffectual radicalism. In 1438 Eugenius 
felt strong enough to summon a council of his own, ostensibly to effect a 
union with the Greek Church. The reform party protested, but it found 
few supporters, and most of these became disgusted when the council 
threatened a new schism by electing an anti-pope. By 1440 Eugenius 
had triumphed and the conciliar movement had collapsed. 

The failure of the movement to change the government of the Church 
may be attributed to several factors — to the feeling that papal power 
was ordained by God, to the skilful maneuvering of Martin and Eu- 
genius, to the protracted meetings which wearied public opinion and 
dulled the zeal of the reformers. More important than these was the 
attitude of the temporal rulers, who instinctively feared popular move- 
ments like the councils and felt that the Church would be easier to 
control if the pope were theoretically supreme. The attitude of the 
French monarchs is typical. Charles VII and his advisers wished to 
subjugate the Church, like everything else, to the royal will. In order 
to secure support from the clergy and the reform party, as well as to 
frighten the pope into submission, Charles at first encouraged the Coun- 
cil of Basel to attack reservations, annates, and other devices which en- 
sured papal control of the Church. Then the king withdrew support from 
the council and in 1438 issued the Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges. This 
document, under the pretense of reform, made the French church practi- 
cally independent of Rome and gave the king almost complete control 
over appointments of prelates. Most of the clergy supported the edict 
in the hope of securing relief from papal extortion, but they soon found 
that they had gained little by the change of masters. Both Charles, and 
his successor, Louis XI, used the Pragmatic Sanction as a weapon by 
which concessions could be secured from Rome, now enforcing, now 
relaxing or even revoking the edict. They were quite willing to recog- 
nize the absolute power of the pope within the Church, if he would give 
them a share of the appointments of French prelates and revenues of the 
French clergy. In other countries much the same situation prevailed. 
Many rulers made concordats with the pope — formal treaties dividing 
the spoils of the Church in proportion to the relative strength of pontiff 
and monarch. In England, the acts of Parliament which forbade papal 
interference in the affairs of the Anglican church were used very much 
as the French used the Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges. They were never 
fully enforced, but their existence made the pope more willing to grant 
concessions to the English king. Thus, by one device or another, secular 
rulers gained a large degree of control over the clergy of their lands and 
were disinclined to support reforms which might have made that control 
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less valuable. 'This situation led directly to the Reformation. On the 
one hand the reform movement, blocked within the Church, was forced 
into unorthodox channels. On the other, the princes who had obtained 
some control over the Church began to desire full power in ecclesiastical 
affairs. The Reformation, from this point of view, merely completed 
the work of nationalizing the Church which was begun in the fifteenth 
century. 

The popes disliked the interference of secular rulers in ecclesiastical 
affairs, but their opposition was based on political and financial con- 
siderations rather than on religious principles. They were willing to 
compromise on almost any issue if their ecclesiastical supremacy was 
formally recognized and their revenues were not reduced. They paid 
little attention to the religious condition of the northern countries and 
concentrated their energies more and more within Italy. Some popes 
were wily politicians, seeking to increase their temporal possessions; 
others were humanists, endeavoring to make Rome the center of art 
and learning ; others were absorbed by family interests, attempting to 
create fortunes and principalities for their sons and nephews. Occasion- 
ally a fitful effort was made to commence reforms, and two successive 
popes sought vainly to unite Christendom against the Turk, but on the 
whole the Vicar of Christ was lost in the Italian prince. It would be 
interesting to follow the careers of these fifteenth century pontiffs, who 
were almost without exception extraordinarily vivid personalities— 
Nicholas V, prince of humanists and founder of the Vatican library ; 
Pius II, who reveled in the joys of this world until his elevation to the 
papal throne, and then turned ascetic reformer and crusader, dying of 
grief at the failure of his plans ; Sixtus IV, who embroiled all Italy in 
war to further his political ambitions and who earned the epitaph “No 
force could extinguish the savage Sixtus ; At the great name of peace, 
he died” — all fascinating figures, not one capable of bringing the Church 
into harmony with the needs of the modern world. Our period ends with 
the election of Rodrigo Borgia as Alexander VI in 1492. Alexander was 
no worse than his immediate predecessor. Innocent VIII — both secured 
the papal office through bribery and both used their position to advance 
the fortunes of their illegitimate children — but he was a much abler man 
and was therefore more dangerous to the Church. Only his premature 
death prevented his son Csesar from establishing a central Italian king- 
dom in the Papal States and Tuscany, and it is doubtful if the papacy 
could have maintained its independence if this effort had succeeded. 
Stories about the crimes of the Borgias circulated through Europe and 
completed the work of discrediting the papacy. As a result the Church 
was in a desperate position at the beginning of the sixteenth century. 
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The Church Loses its Leadership 

The conciliar movement had failed, the papal restoration had failed, and 
no new solution of its problems was in sight. Bankrupt in leadership, 
false to its ideals, the great medieval Church was moving toward the 
ordeal of the Protestant Reformation. 



CHAPTER XIII 

THE FAILURE OF SECULAR LEADERSHIP 


1. The Disintegration of Medieval Society 

T he decline of the medieval Church imposed a serious strain 
on the structure of European society. No civilization can 
endure unless its members are occasionally willing to sacri- 
fice immediate personal advantages for ultimate social gains. 
Obviously, this willingness to cooperate for the good of the group re- 
quires general agreement on values and objectives. Medieval society, on 
the whole, had accepted the values and objectives which had been de- 
fined and upheld by the Church. This does not mean that all the dictates 
of ecclesiastical authorities were accepted without question, or that there 
was complete correspondence between the teachings of the Church and 
the actual life of the ordinary layman. Most men, however, accepted 
Christian ideals as a desirable standard and were sufficiently affected 
by those ideals to ensure the minimum of cooperation necessary to keep 
their civilization going. But as the Church became weaker the influence 
of its ideals declined, and for a long time no new ideals appeared to take 
the place of those which were dying. The secular rulers, who had weak- 
ened the medieval papacy, were unable to find a basis for continuing 
cooperation in their political programs. Nationalism and loyalty to the 
dynasty were still uncertain and essentially negative forces. They could 
be used in an emergency to stir up resentment against foreign inter- 
ference or aggression, but they could not be expected to influence the 
daily life of the people. The class codes developed by the nobility and 
the bourgeoisie were not strong enough to stand alone. Both chivalry 
and gild brotherhood had had a religious basis, and both became less 
effective as that basis was weakened. Kings, nobles, and bourgeoisie 
were unable to assume the moral leadership of which they had deprived 
the Church, and their failure led to a period of uncertainty and confu- 
sion. 

In this unhappy situation the men of the fourteenth and fifteenth cen- 
turies reacted as human beings alw'ays have done. They could not live 
without something to believe in, some cause to work for, and so they 
reaffirmed, with the energy of desperation, the ideals which they had 
betrayed. As we have seen, the most extreme claims for papal authority 
were made in the fourteenth century, when the political power of the 

442 



443 


The Failure of Secular Leadership 

popes had been irremediablj' shattered. The most elaborate plans for 
crusades were prepared at a time when all hope for a successful crusade 
had vanished. The most detailed regulatiuns for the gilds were drawn 
up just as tire bankers and great merchants were gaining control of the 
economic life of Europe. The most careful laws against abuses of gov- 
ernmental powers were passed in the period when corruption and brute 
force were perverting all the processes of justice. In short, Europeans 
were trying to revive their old ideals by reiterating them in wearisome 
detail and by buttressing them with elaborate laws and regulations. 
These incantations did not work. The discrepancy between what men 
said they believed and what they actually did became greater and greater 
until even the most unobservant could no longer ignore it. The result 
was a complete breakdown of European morality. Few men saw any 
reason to deny themselves immediate advantages when they were sure 
that their neighbors would seize every' opportunity for gain. The bold 
used force to gain tlieir ends, while the timid resorted to lies and trickery. 
In the general disintegration of morality, the work of the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries was almost undone. Central governments were 
weakened : a new' feudalism arose ; war and rebellion devastated the open 
country, w'hile the tow'ns were torn by internal struggles. Not until the 
second half of the fifteenth century were secular rulers able to restore a 
certain degree of order and take up again the task of creating strong, 
centralized states. 

The conflict between the officially accepted ideals of society and the 
actual practices of most men was especially acute in the field of eco- 
nomics. During the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries the vast majority 
of Europeans continued to affirm their belief in an economy of status — 
that is, a type of organization in w'hich an individual’s income and stand- 
ard of living were determined primarily by his social position. In actual 
fact, early in this period, Europe had shifted almost completely to an 
economy of money — a situation in w'hich the individual’s income and 
standard of living w'ere determined by his ability to acquire cash and 
credit, hlost men were greatly annoj'ed by this change, since it threat- 
ened their security. The noble might lose his estate to a money-lender; 
the peasant might be forced off the land for failure to pay rents and 
taxes ; the artisan might be reduced to the position of a day-laborer be- 
cause he could not acquire the necessary raw' materials. Yet no one w'as 
ready to give up the advantages of a money economy — the wider markets 
for goods and services, the increased supply of manufactured articles, 
the greater opportunities for gain. Most men w'anted to have the benefits 
of both systems, to combine the securitj' of a status economy with the 
flexibility of a money economy. Kings, towns, and gilds all tried to limit 
the social instability arising from the use of money by repeated acts of 
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legislation and regulation, but their efforts were not very successful. It 
was impossible to restore the old economic system, and it was almost as 
difficult to enforce any compromise between the old and the new. Medi- 
eval governments had neither the knowledge nor the power necessary to 
regulate economic activities, and they could not count on much help 
from their subjects. The men who clamored for regulation of their neigh- 
bors’ buying and selling evaded all restrictions placed on their own busi- 
nesses, and bribery of government officials was a regular item in most 
transactions. Government regulation, in some cases, softened the shock 
of the transition to a money economy by preventing its full effects from 
being felt at once, but even where it was most successful it created new 
difficulties. The government was never able to give the privileged groups 
as much security as they felt they deserved and erratic enforcement of 
economic regulations led to contempt for all laws. Many of the rebellions 
and civil wars of the later middle ages were caused by resentment against 
the economic policy of the government. 

Each class had its own grievances and its own remedies. The nobles, 
still almost entirely dependent on the land, found it very difficult to 
make a profit from their estates. Fluctuations in prices which they could 
not foresee often forced them to sell their produce at a loss, and the 
need for hiring agricultural labor drained their resources. They tried to 
save money by reviving labor services which had lapsed in more prosper- 
ous periods, and in eastern Europe they succeeded in making serfdom 
once more an important element in manorial economy. In England they 
persuaded Parliament to pass the Statute of Laborers, which limited the 
wages to be paid for all types of labor, and their hold on local govern- 
ment was strong enough to ensure enforcement of the statute for at least 
a half-century. Similar legislation was passed in France and Spain. 
These expedients were not entirely successful, so the nobles used their 
political power to gain financial advantages. They often favored a war 
policy, because it enabled them to sell their military services to the 
government. They persuaded rulers to make them generous grants of 
crown lands or to confiscate the holdings of their enemies so that the 
dominant faction could divide the spoils among its members. In Eng- 
land some of the nobles joined forces with the wealthier merchants in 
order to profit from sale of supplies to the government or from the eva- 
sion of commercial regulations. These policies led, almost inevitably, to 
civil wars among the factions of the nobility which were striving for 
the spoils of office. 

The middle class was equally discontented. The artisan gilds increas- 
ingly felt the pressure of wealthy merchants and bankers, who con- 
trolled markets and raw materials. In Flanders, for example, the weavers 
were at the mercy of the merchants who supplied them with English 
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wool and sold their cloth in France and Italy. In the great export indus- 
tries such as the woolen trade, gild members lost their independence 
and became employees of the entrepreneurs. Even when this did not 
occur, members of the lesser gilds were often oppressed by their wealthier 
fellow-citizens, who dominated the town governments. During the four- 
teenth century the poorer burgesses, in all parts of Europe, tried to break 
the power of the urban patriciate by organizing popular political parties. 
When peaceful methods failed, these parties often tried to achieve their 
ends by force, but even successful revolutions could not completely 
destroy the power of the moneyed classes. As soon as order was restored, 
they began to regain their influence, and these revivals of plutocratic 
domination caused new rebellions. Many towns experienced an almost 
unending series of civil wars between the wealthier and the poorer bur- 
gesses. At the same time there was a growing conflict between the 
masters and the journeymen, even in the artisan gilds. Neither popula- 
tion nor purchasing power grew after 1300 as they had in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries, and the gild masters did not want to have increased 
competition for a fixed amount of business. They elaborated all the re- 
strictions which made it difficult for an outsider to sell in a local market, 
and they made it harder and harder for journeymen to rise to the position 
of masters. Some gilds admitted only the relatives of masters, while 
others demanded excessively high entrance fees. The great majority of 
journeymen were never able to emerge from the condition of day-laborers 
and lost confidence in the gild system. They organized associations of 
their own to improve their position, but the masters treated these unions 
as conspiracies and secured legislation forbidding their existence. The 
movement was driven underground, but it broke out from time to time 
in riots and rebellions. On the whole, the gild masters were successful in 
their attempt to keep the journeymen down, but they were not so fortu- 
nate in their conflict with the bankers and great international merchants. 
By the end of the fifteenth century most important business was in the 
hands of men who were not bound by gild restrictions. 

The bankers and great merchants were the only people in Europe who 
were willing to trust themselves without reserve to a money economy, 
and they profited from conditions which were depressing other classes. 
They controlled all large-scale trade and most of the export industries ; 
they lent money to popes and kings, prelates and nobles ; they had great 
political influence. But their very success made them unpopular. Be- 
cause they understood the use of money, they were blamed for all the 
evils caused by money, and politicians of all classes found that a demand 
for the expulsion of the bankers was an easy road to popular favor. They 
were forced to lend money to rulers on poor security ; they were taxed at 
high rates; they were threatened by their own fellow-citizens. Forced 
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to play politics in order to protect themselves, they were involved in 
conspiracies, rebellions, and civil wars. In these circumstances it is not 
surprising that almost every important banking house went into bank- 
ruptcy during the fourteenth century. 

The peasants were as unhappy as any other group, in spite of the fact 
that they had made fewer changes in their way of living. A heavy burden 
of taxation fell upon their shoulders, and the frequent wars did great 
damage to agricultural communities. The landholding class, in its ef- 
forts to get a little money, often disregarded peasant rights and in some 
regions tried to revive serfdom. The towns were no longer places of 
refuge. The gilds were unwilling to admit new members, and it was worse 
to be a day-laborer in a town than a peasant in the country Little new 
land was being cleared, so that avenue of escape from unpleasant con- 
ditions was barred. The peasant could move about freely, seeking land 
which he could lease on better terms than his old holdings or looking for 
proprietors who would pay good wages for labor, but he seldom gained 
much by these migrations. Wages were often fixed by legislation, and 
the holdings which were for rent had usually been abandoned by the 
previous tenants because they were no longer profitable. There were 
fewer opportunities for peasants to rise in the world in the fourteenth 
century than in the thirteenth, and this fact may have contributed to 
their discontent. Since they had no political influence, their only means 
of expressing their grievances was through force. In France, England, 
and Germany they rose in blind and hopeless rebellions, protesting 
against manorial dues, taxation, and the failure of governments to give 
them peace and order. None of the peasant uprisings was successful, 
and the pitiless repression which followed them often made the condi- 
tion of the peasant worse. 

The confusion caused by economic problems was made worse by the 
great plague which devastated Europe in the middle of the fourteenth 
century. The Black Death, or bubonic plague, seems to have entered 
Europe from the East about 1347. Carried along the routes of trade by 
merchants and sailors, it swept through the continent in a great arc, 
beginning in the Mediterranean and ending in Germany. The medical 
profession understood neither the causes nor the treatment of the dis- 
ease, and few of those who were infected survived. Since no European 
country kept any record of vital statistics, it is impossible to estimate 
the mortality caused by the plague, and statements that one-fourth or 
one-third of the population of Europe perished are mere guesses. Death 
rates of thirty or forty per cent may have been found in some towns, but 
the country districts, which contained the great majority of the popula- 
tion, probably suffered less severely. Whatever its incidence, the Black 
Death killed more people than any war has ever done and. like war, it 
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seems to have struck down the most vigorous part of the population. 
Europe lost a large proportion of its young and middle-aged men during 
the first attack of the plague, and recurrent waves of the Black Death 
during the remainder of the century killed many who had escaped the 
original epidemic. 

The economic and moral effects of the plague are as hard to evaluate 
as the mortality. The only certain fact is that in the period immediately 
following the plague there was a great decrease in the number of labor- 
ers. Those who were left took advantage of the shortage of manpower 
to demand increased wages, but the upper classes tried to check this 
movement through legislation which fixed wage-scales for all common 
operations. As long as the effects of the plague were felt there was a real 
effort to enforce these laws and labor profited little from its temporary 
advantage. More important was the fact that for two centuries after 
the Black Death became endemic in Europe, there was practically no 
increase in population. It is not certain that the Black Death was wholly 
responsible for this situation. Europe may have been unable to support 
any more people under existing economic conditions and there is some 
evidence to show that the rate of population growth was declining in the 
half-century before the plague. But the Black Death certainly played 
a part in stabilizing the population, and this stabilization had serious 
results. There was little increase in production, there were no rapidly 
expanding markets, and hence there was little opportunity for men of 
any class. Much of the bad feeling between different economic groups 
can be traced to this loss of opportunity ; men were fighting for a share 
of old business instead of trying to create new business. 

The Black Death also contributed to the moral disintegration of 
European society. There were, of course, other causes — loss of confidence 
in ecclesiastical and secular governments, loss of respect for law, and 
bewilderment over economic problems had already made many men 
selfish and cynical. Europe, disillusioned and pessimistic, was in no con- 
dition to stand the sudden shock of the plague. We have been accustomed 
to blame many of our ills on the strain caused by the World War, and 
the Black Death was more terrible than any war. It killed more people 
than a hostile army and it gave its victims no chance to fight back. There 
was none of the enthusiasm which accompanies a war, none of the feel- 
ing that through pain and death a noble cause might be served. Instead 
men waited hopelessly for the approach of a foul and agonizing disease, 
knowing that when they were stricken they might be abandoned by 
family and friends and left to die in misery. Some took refuge in sensual 
pleasures and ate, drank, and were merry until they died. Others became 
fanatically religious and tried to ease their consciences through exag- 
gerated penances. The Order of the Flagellants, who marched through 
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the streets of European towns beating each other with chains and knotted 
whips, recruited many new members at this time. The sect soon turned 
its violence against the Jews and accused them of causing the plague. 
Riots and massacres followed, until ecclesiastical and secular authorities 
combined to outlaw the movement. Even when the immediate disorder 
caused by the Black Death had passed, Europe seemed to be suffering 
from a case of collective shell-shock. Emotional and moral instability, 
violent swings between religious idealism and brutal realism were typi- 
cal of the age. People thronged to revivals ; they multiplied their devo- 
tions ; they meditated on the Sorrows of Mary and the sufferings of Christ 
until their hearts were filled with unbearable anguish. Yet these same 
people flocked joyously to executions and tore each other to pieces dur- 
ing the frequent civil wars. This was also the period in which the witch- 
craft delusion first became prominent in Europe — a delusion which had 
a certain basis in fact. It is true that many old men and women were 
put to death for no better reason than that they had cursed their neigh- 
bors in fits of anger, or that they babbled nonsense in their fits of senile 
dementia. But in the general breakdown of European morality there 
were people who believed that they could ally themselves with the 
powers of evil and who committed the foulest crimes in order to secure 
the aid of Satan. When a Marshal of France, a companion of Joan of 
Arc, could be found guilty of sacrificing children to the devil, the extent 
and danger of these beliefs are evident. Diabolism was extreme manifes- 
tation of the discontent with organized religion and the search for 
stronger emotional experiences. The devotees of Satan were usually con- 
vinced that they were headed for eternal damnation, but they were will- 
ing to run this risk in return for earthly power and pleasure. Nothing 
shows more clearly the extent to which the old ideals were losing their 
hold on society. 

The literature and art of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries reflect 
the general characteristics of the age. Writers and artists adhered to the 
old forms because they were incapable of devising new ones, but the old 
forms had become lifeless and sterile from over-use. Literature especially 
suffered from conventional imitations of past masterpieces. Writers 
understood their age no better than kings and parliaments, and like 
their rulers they took refuge in elaborations of ancient ideas. They re- 
wrote the old romances ; they composed endless series of love-songs ; they 
combined and expounded the didactic works of their predecessors. Even 
when they were w'riting about current events they could not analyze 
causes and effects, but contented themselves with lengthy descriptions 
of surface incidents. The historians of the Burgundian court offer a 
notable example of this tendency. For three-quarters of a century the 
dukes of Burgundy played an amazingly skilful diplomatic game which 
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enabled them at times to control the fate of France and England. But 
there is little of this in the writings of the Burgundian chroniclers ; in- 
stead there are elaborate accounts of festivals and ceremonies. The 
famous historian F roissart hardly rises above this level. There is a vivid- 
ness in his descriptions of battles and skirmishes which still enchants 
the reader, but his ideas about the causes and strategy of the Hundred 
Years’ War are childishly naive. In his pages the bitter struggle becomes 
a series of splendid tournaments, and he is more interested in the feats 
of a few knights than in the fate of a people. 

There are, of course, exceptions to these generalizations. Leaving out 
the Italian writers, who will be considered in a later chapter, there were 
men in France, England, and Germany who rose above the general level 
of respectable mediocrity. The mystics, who deliberately withdrew from 
contact with their own generation in order to contemplate the eternal 
verities, produced some of the most powerful religious literature which 
has ever been written. The Theologica Germanica had great influence on 
Luther, and the Imitation of Christ, ascribed to Thomas a Kempis, has 
been read for centuries by devout men. 

The great mystics were all Germans; the leading French writers were 
more interested in secular subjects. Charles of Orleans, a prince of the 
royal house, succeeded in breathing a little personal feeling into the old 
forms of courtly poetry. Francois Villon also adhered to the old forms, 
but his somber and violent personality transformed them into bitter 
expressions of the pessimism and cynicism of his age. An associate of 
prostitutes and thieves, himself a convicted criminal, Villon described 
his ruined life and the underworld of Paris with savage humor. Like 
many men of his generation, he was superstitious and irreverent, scorn- 
ful of the smugly respectable bourgeois and terribly afraid of the pains 
of hell, morbidly interested in death and violently determined to enjoy 
life. Villon was driven to degradation and despair by the unresolved 
conflicts of his age; the great English poet, Geoffrey Chaucer, took 
things as he found them and lived tranquilly in the midst of corruption. 
He held a series of profitable governmental positions, thanks to the 
patronage of the duke of Lancaster, and he died a country gentleman. 
He knew the evils of English political life from the inside ; Lancaster 
was a political boss of the worst sort and many of Chaucer’s own col- 
leagues were convicted of misconduct in office. He had no illusions about 
the society of his own day, but he liked people and he described them 
with a friendly realism which has made his work endure. Chaucer bor- 
rowed his stories from Latin, French, and Italian sources, but his char- 
acters were real men and women, drawn from his own observation of 
English life. The famous company of the Canterbury Tales is a good 
cross-section of medieval society, ranging from the priest and the knight, 
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who are attempting to follow the ideals of their callings, to the rascally 
friar and summoner who make a good living out of their connection 
with the Church. Most of Chaucer’s people are neither very good nor 
very bad ; they would not wilfully harm others, but they would not mind 
committing a few sins in order to satisfy their fleshly desires. 

In architecture as in literature, northern Europeans were content to 
repeat and elaborate the old forms during the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries. They carried the principles of Gothic style to their logical 
conclusions, but they had lost the spirit which made Gothic art of the 
thirteenth century great. The exteriors of the churches were covered 
with buttresses, gables, and pinnacles until it was impossible to tell 
where the real framework of the building began. Inside, the great win- 
dows were divided and subdivided into intricately related panels, while 
the simple rib-vaulting of the earlier period developed into elaborate 
patterns resembling the interlacing branches of a forest alley. Much of 
the detailed work was very fine, but the very abundance of detail spoiled 
the general effect. Like later medieval poetry, later medieval architecture 
was often too clever to be beautiful. 

Sculpture suffered from the same evils as architecture, as long as it 
was treated merely as a form of church decoration, but by the fifteenth 
century northern sculptors had gained a certain degree of independence 
and were able to produce some notable works. They showed the same 
tendency toward realistic portrayal of their subjects which we have 
already observed in Villon and Chaucer and which we will see again in 
the great Flemish painters. The best surviving examples of their work 
are the tombs of the great nobles and kings of the West. The figures 
of the dead rulers were made as lifelike as possible, and around the base 
of the tombs were carved Biblical and allegorical figures and processions 
of mourners. The finest work of this kind was done at the court of the 
dukes of Burgundy by Claus Sluter, but some of the French and German 
work of the fifteenth century is almost as impressive. 

Painting, like sculpture, became an independent art only in the later 
middle ages. Before the fourteenth century, churches had been adorned 
with frescoes and manuscripts had been illuminated, but in each case the 
painting served primarily a decorative purpose. By the fifteenth century 
a new style of manuscript illumination had been developed in which the 
pictures were separated from the text and occupied whole pages by 
themselves. At about the same time we find the first easel paintings 
which could be carried from place to place and were not inseparably 
attached to a building. In both manuscript and easel painting there de- 
veloped a strong tendency toward realism, even in depicting religious 
scenes. Abstract symbols of the faith no longer moved the more worldly 
men of the fifteenth century, and the northern artists never had much 
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of the tendency to idealize the human figure which became so strong in 
Italy. Like the great poets and great sculptors of the same period, they 
portrayed men as they saw them, with their scars and warts and swollen 
knuckle-bones. Most manuscript illumination hardly rises above the 
level of genre painting, with its interesting glimpses of daily life, but 
some of the easel painters can be ranked among the greatest artists whom 
Europe has ever produced. They had the same love of detail as the 
architects, and occasionally their meticulous reproductions of embroi- 
dered robes and richly carved interiors cluttered up a picture, but their 
realism went far beyond careful copying of outward appearances. They 
could seize on the essential elements of a man’s character and their por- 
traits of great nobles and wealthy burghers give us a vivid impression 
of the men and women of the fifteenth century. As was the case with 
the sculptors, the greatest of these artists were Flemings, attached to 
the brilliant court of the dukes of Burgundy. Jan van Eyck, who served 
the dukes as a diplomat as well as a painter, was perhaps the most skilful 
of the group, but some of the work of Rogier van der Weyden would rank 
almost as high. Hans Memling diverged somewhat from the realistic 
school of Flemish painting, and his pictures have a deeper religious 
content than those of most of his contemporaries. Yet while Memling 
tended to idealize his figures, he was interested in spiritual rather than 
physical beauty, and he never showed any of the Italian desire to glorify 
the human body. The Flemish school had great influence on northern 
European art for the next two centuries, and in one of its technical de- 
velopments it influenced painting everywhere. The Flemings were ap- 
parently the first to perfect the technique of painting in oil and this 
method, which made possible a whole new range of effects, was borrowed 
from them by the Italians. As this example shows, painting was less 
bound by tradition than the other arts, and for this reason it was the 
most successful means of expression in northern Europe during the later 
middle ages. 

. 2. England and France in the Fourteenth Century 

The disintegration of medieval society created a difficult problem for 
rulers of all European states. The great mass of the people, bewildered 
by economic change, stunned by plagues, wars, and famines, uncertain 
of their standards and their goals, merely sought to exist with as little 
discomfort as possible. They pursued limited and selfish objectives and 
were apathetic to all appeals for general cooperation. The tough-minded 
minority saw a chance to gain power and wealth in the general confusion 
and was ready to wreck all existing institutions to gain its ends. In these 
circumstances it is not surprising that all Europe came near to falling 
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into anarchy. Conditions were worse in Central and Eastern Europe, 
where no strong states had developed during the great centuries of the 
middle ages, but even the powerful monarchies of the West came close 
to collapse during the troubles of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. 
The kings of France, England, and Spain were far weaker in 1400 than 
in 1300 and the nobles in all three countries regained much of their old 
power as the authority of the monarchs declined. In the end, however, 
the institutions of central government established by the great kings of 
the earlier period proved their value. They were weakened but not de- 
stroyed during the years of trouble, and they minimized, if they did not 
prevent, some of the most dangerous manifestations of the spirit of 
anarchy. Class struggles in the towns never reached the peak of violence 
in France and England that they did in Italy, and the robber baron was 
less of a problem west of the Rhine than in Germany. Recovery was 
more rapid in the countries which had once had strong, centralized gov- 
ernment. By 1500 England, France, and Spain were once more united 
under powerful rulers, while Italy, Germany, and the Slavic states were 
floundering in a morass of political difficulties. 

The extent of the political crisis of the later middle ages is most evi- 
dent in studying the history of France and England. Here were two coun- 
tries which had been advancing steadily toward powerful, centralized 
monarchy during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Edward I and 
Philip the Fair seemed to have put an end to feudalism and provincialism 
and to have established themselves as the supreme political authorities 
in all their lands. The people were attached to the ruling dynasties and 
the first signs of national feeling were already appearing in both coun- 
tries. Yet this apparently inevitable progress toward strong, national 
monarchy was halted early in the fourteenth century, and for the rest 
of the middle ages the kings of France and England had to fight for mere 
existence. The most orderly and best governed parts of Europe were not 
immune from the contagion of unrest and rebellion. 

Besides the general difficulties which beset all Europe, England and 
France had problems of their own. As we have seen, both Philip and 
Edward had gone too fast in their efforts to increase royal power. Un- 
scrupulous methods had discredited both governments and had given 
subjects a bad example. The kings of both countries tended to over- 
estimate the extent of their victory over feudalism. Political feudalism 
had been killed in England and seriously weakened in France, but the 
nobles still had great power and influence. They owned most of the land, 
which was the chief source of wealth ; they were indispensable as organ- 
izers and leaders of armies, and they were still accepted by men of all 
classes as the natural advisers and aids of the king. Philip and Edward 
had tried to minimize the influence of the aristocracy on their govern- 
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ments, and this attempt produced a violent reaction. Able kings might 
have been able to check this reaction before it reached dangerous pro- 
portions, but the successors of Philip and Edward were, with two or 
three exceptions, utterly unfit for their positions. Some were enamored 
of outworn chivalric ideals and wasted their slender resources on tourna- 
ments and futile wars ; others were incipiently or actually insane. The 
few able kings who ruled in the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries 
succeeded in restoring some degree of order, but they were invariably 
succeeded by incompetent sons who let their work fall to ruin. Finally, 
influencing and complicating all other problems, there was the series of 
devastating conflicts between France and England known as the Hun- 
dred Years’ War. 

The reign of Edward II of England offers a good example of all these 
difficulties. Edward inherited from his father a bankrupt government, a 
discontented nobility, and a losing war with Scotland. He made every- 
thing worse by his own defects of character. He had neither capacity nor 
taste for the strenuous business of governing, but amused himself with 
vulgar pastimes while his favorites ruled for him. Under such a ruler, 
the aristocracy felt it safe to make an effort to regain their power, and 
in 1311 they seized control of the government. They forced Edward to 
accept a series of reforming ordinances which diminished the political 
importance of the Household and threw all the important work of gov- 
ernment into Parliament. Since the magnates always attended Parlia- 
ment in full force, they were able to use it for their own purposes, and 
they found it very convenient for thwarting the king’s attempts to re- 
vive personal secret government. Unfortunately, the barons were more 
successful in thwarting the king than in ruling the country themselves, 
and they soon displayed the same weaknesses which had ruined the 
aristocratic government of 1258. Their pride prevented them from giv- 
ing w'hole-hearted support to any leader, and their laziness made it 
impossible for them to supervise the daily activities of the government. 
Disunity in England enabled Ibe Scots to regain their independence in 
the decisive battle of Bannockburn (1314), but even this disaster did 
not put an end to the quarrels of the magnates. Some of their disputes 
turned into private wars, and the country became so disgusted with 
baronial misgovernment that Edward received wide support when he 
made a bid to regain his power. He defeated the barons decisively in 
1322 and for the next four years reigned without restrictions on his 
authority. He was still incapable of attending to business himself, but 
his favorites, the Despensers, to whom he entrusted the government, 
were able and energetic men. They restored the system of Household gov- 
ernment, W'ith modifications which made it less distasteful to the upper 
classes, and they brought Parliament once more under control of royal 
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officials. Their very success made them unpopular, and when they began 
to use their power to build up great lordships for themselves in the 
Marches of Wales, the magnates were ready again for revolt. The signal 
was given by the queen herself, who eloped with one of the aggrieved 
barons. Edward was unable to make any resistance to the united opposi- 
tion of the aristocracy. He was captured and imprisoned, while the 
barons reverted to their former plan of using Parliament against the 
king. They drew up a long list of Edward’s misdeeds, which they sub- 
mitted to an assembly held early in 1327. Since Parliament was con- 
trolled by the magnates, it could do nothing but accept the charges and 
ask for the king’s abdication. Edward yielded the throne to his eldest 
son, Edward III, and soon afterward was quietly murdered in prison. 

The immediate result of the revolution of 1327 was no more satis- 
factory than that of the coup d’etat of 1311. Since Edward III was a 
minor, his mother ruled in his name, and it soon became evident that 
she was using her power to increase the possessions of her lover, Morti- 
mer. The discontented magnates grouped themselves around the young 
king, and in 1330 Edward III declared himself of age, drove his mother 
from court, and hanged her paramour. 

All England rejoiced at the prospect of another period of strong leader- 
ship, and for a time Edward justified the hopes of his people. In appear- 
ance and manner he was a worthy successor to the first Edward — tall, 
handsome, affable and generous. He shared the aristocracy’s fondness for 
the chase and tournaments, and this community of interests made it easy 
for king and barons to work together. Like his grandfather, too, Edward 
had a more practical side. During the first ten years of his reign he re- 
established the system of Household government and thwarted all at- 
tempts to limit his power. The magnates were kept quiet by blandish- 
ments, empty promises and occasional threats of force. The leaders of 
the towns were conciliated by acts favoring the woolen industry, which 
was established on a large scale in England. Exports of raw wool were 
heavily taxed, and the w'earing of foreign-made cloth was prohibited. 
At the same time Edward encouraged the men of the coastal towns to 
build and operate ships, thus laying the foundations of England’s naval 
power. In spite of the renewal of the futile attempt to conquer Scotland, 
England was relatively prosperous and contented during the first part 
of his reign. 

Edward, however, had certain weaknesses which slowly overrode his 
good qualities. He not only enjoyed the same sports as the aristocracy ; 
he tended to adopt their view of life. He was deeply imbued with chival- 
ric ideals and was inclined to engage in useless wars and battles in order 
to display his knightly prowess. While he began his reign with an effort 
to restore royal authority, he lacked the determination necessary to ful- 
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fil his program, and from 1340 on he yielded more and more to the 
wishes of the barons. He may have realized that the reign of Edward II 
had made it impossible to restoi'e the conditions of the reign of Edward I, 
or he may have feared that a serious conflict with the aristocracy would 
keep him from waging the wars in which he so delighted. Whatever the 
reasons, his internal policy became purely opportunistic ; he merely post- 
poned difficulties instead of solving them. At his death the conflict be- 
tween king and barons for control of the government was to break out 
with renewed force. 

Edward’s first adventure in foreign policy was the attempted recon- 
quest of Scotland but this objective was soon forgotten in the great 
struggle with France. The two countries had so many reasons for quar- 
reling that war was inevitable as soon as Edward developed belligerent 
tendencies. The basic difficulty was English possession of Aquitaine. 
Every French king was bound to make an effort to increase his authority 
in the duchy, while English rulers naturally resented the persistent 
interference with their government and the repeated annexations of 
fiefs on the frontiers. The French supported the Scots in their resistance 
to English domination in order to divert attention from Aquitaine, while 
the English retaliated by encouraging the Flemings to rebel against 
France. Flanders was the chief outlet for English wool, and no English 
king could tolerate the thought of having this important market domi- 
nated by a deadly rival. .Another minor but persistent source of friction 
was the continual raiding and piracy of English and French sailors, who 
could never resist the temptation of seizing each other’s ships to satisfy 
uncollected debts and ancient feuds. 

The fuel of war was thus piled high when the question of the succes- 
sion to the French throne set off a conflagration which was to last for 
over a century. Bet'ween 1314 and 1328 the three sons of Philip the Fair 
— ^Louis X, Philip V, and Charles IV — reigned in succession and died 
without male heirs. All three had daughters, but the French lawyers de- 
clared that “custom prohibited the succession of a woman, and conse- 
quently akso of her son, to the throne of France.” .Accordingly, Philip 
of Valois, cousin of these last Capetians of the direct line, became king 
as Philip VI. The decision of the lawyers w'as actually based on ex- 
pediency, not on law', although in the next generation an obscure clause 
regulating private successions in the law of the Salian Franks was dug 
up to strengthen their case. The real basis for the decision was the fact 
that the princesses had all married into French feudal houses, and the 
barons preferred to keep the throne in the old royal line rather than to 
raise one of their fellows to a position of supremacy. There was also the 
danger of an English claim to the throne, since Edw'ard II had married 
a daughter of Philip the Fair, but this peril was at first remote. How- 
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ever, when Edward III commenced his personal rule he began to urge 
his rights as grandson of Philip, and he refused to recognize the Valois 
ruler until he was threatened with the loss of his French lands. His claim 
was very flimsy, since by strict feudal principles the princesses and their 
heirs were closer to the throne, but he possessed the one thing which the 
princesses had lacked — independent military power. As a result Edward 
became the chief opponent of the new principle of succession through 
male heirs only, and the claims of other descendents of Philip the Fair 
were forgotten. 

Edward had recognized Philip of Valois as king because he did not 
want war at the time of his accession. A few years later the situation in 
Flanders gave him an opportunity to reopen the question under more 
favorable circumstances. The Flemings had long been practically inde- 
pendent under their count, and they bitterly resented the effort of the 
French kings to tax them and to rule them through officials sent from 
Paris. The political grievance was sharpened by a bitter class struggle 
in the Flemish towns between the urban aristocracies and the workers in 
the cloth industry. Since Flanders imported its wool from England and 
exported its cloth to all parts of Europe, men with large amounts of 
capital and widespread business connections found it easy to dominate 
the trade. By the end of the thirteenth century the great merchants and 
bankers had reduced the weavers and other artisans to the status of day- 
laborers and had gained full control of the governments of the larger 
towns. During the fourteenth century the exploited cloth-workers made 
a great effort to free themselves from the domination of their wealthy 
fellow-citizens, and the oligarchs, fearing for their lives and property, 
invoked the aid of the French king. Thus resistance to the urban patri- 
ciate implied resistance to France, and Edward saw that the workers of 
the Flemish cloth towns were his natural allies. His agents soon pro- 
posed that the Flemings should renounce French suzerainty and place 
themselves under English protection. When the leaders of the proletariat 
hesitated at this radical proposal, Edward gave them a convincing 
demonstration of the need for an agreement with England by forbidding 
the export of wool from his realm. With their looms idle and unemploy- 
ment rife, the Flemings were forced to accept an English alliance. The 
workers had already gained control of most of the county through a 
series of uprisings, and in 1337 their leader, Jacques van Artevelde, 
agreed to recognize Edward as suzerain if he would declare himself king 
of France. Edward accepted the proposal, and in the following year 
Philip VI made the rupture complete by declaring that the English fiefs 
in France were forfeited. These acts marked the beginning of the Hun- 
dred Years’ War. 

“To the end that the honourable and noble adventures of feats of 
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arms, done and achieved by the wars of France and England, should 
notably be enregistered and put in perpetual memory, whereby the brave 
and hardy may have ensainple to encourage them in their well-doing, I, 
Sir John Froissart, will treat and record an history of great louage and 
praise.” This begins the most famous chronicle of the great war, and 
thus for centuries the tale was told as a school of chivalry, “all noble 
hearts to encourage and to shew them ensample and matter of honour.” 
But the modern eye looks past the pageantry of knightly combat to see 
a record of horror, atrocity, and devastation surpassing that of the bar- 
barian raids of the ninth centuiy. As w’as usual in medieval wars, non- 
combatants suffered more severely than soldiers. Crops were destroyed, 
villages were burned, peasants and townsmen were tortured and killed 
by greedy soldiers seeking their hidden treasures. Some districts in 
France lost all their inhabitants and reverted to a state of wilderness; 
others were so harassed that both religious and secular officials aban- 
doned their posts, while the people became little better than savages. 
Never was the contrast between the chivalric ideals of the aristocracy 
and their actual behavior more acute. 

Early in the war the strengths and weaknesses of the two countries 
became evident. The English, trained in the long struggle with the Scots, 
had by far the better army. They had developed tactics which ensured 
victory whenever they were properly applied. Foot-soldiers, equipped 
with the long-bow, were supported by heavy-armed knights and men- 
at-arms. A cavalry charge, the favorite French tactic, would be dis- 
rupted by flights of arrows which struck down the horses. The few 
knights who reached the English line could be dealt with by the men- 
at-arms. The French could not stand off and exchange volleys of ar- 
rows, not only because the}^ used the cross-bow which shot less rapidly 
than the long-bow, but also because their noble commanders thought it 
unknightly to rely on infantry. Thus the English won most of the bat- 
tles, but they found it impossible to win the war. England had neither 
the men nor the money necessary to conquer and garrison ail France. 
Whenever the French contented themselves with holding their cities 
and forts, and refused to risk pitched battles, English expeditionary 
forces could do nothing but engage in futile raids. These facts explain 
both the length and the destructiveness of the war. The English, en- 
couraged by repeated victories, could not believe that they were unable 
to conquer France and were unwilling to abandon the attempt. The 
French could not prevent English raids, but they could profit from Eng- 
lish exhaustion, and every English victory was followed by a French 
reoccupation of lost territory. Neither country could win a final victory 
by purely military means, and in the end economic difficulties and polit- 
ical unrest proved more important than maneuvers of the armies. 
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All this was abundantly illustrated by the first campaigns of the 
war. Edward began with a great naval victory at Sluys in 1340, which 
gave him control of the Channel. Northern France was now open to 
English raids, but no important action took place until Edward came 
over with a large army in 1346. He pillaged France from La Hogue to 
the gates of Paris, and then, loaded down with plunder, began a retreat 
to the coast. A much larger French army overtook him at Crecy, and 
his position would have been serious if the French nobles had not made 
every conceivable mistake in their attack. They refused to give the 
army time to rest and re-form itself ; they refused to wait for the Genoese 
cross-bowmen to soften the English line with a few volleys of arrows, 
and they insisted on trying to carry a strong position by direct cavalry 
charges. The English slaughtered their foolhardy opponents like driven 
game, and only darkness enabled a remnant of the French army to 
escape. After a brief rest, Edward moved on to Calais and sat down 
before that great commercial city for a siege which lasted almost two 
years. Philip VI attempted to relieve the town, but he was afraid to 
attack Edward in his entrenchments, and when the English king re- 
fused a summons to come out and fight like a gentleman, the discouraged 
French marched away. The starving burghers soon surrendered, giving 
England an entry port to the continent which she was to hold for the 
next two centuries. So ended the glorious campaign of Cr4cy. Edward 
had exhausted his treasury, wearied his own country, devastated north- 
ern France — and conquered one city. This might have suggested the 
futility of trying to acquire and hold all France. 

The first great outbreak of the Black Death occurred soon after 
the surrender of Calais, and for a time neither France nor England was 
capable of putting an army in the field. During the lull in the fighting 
Philip VI died, but his successor, John the Good, had learned nothing 
from his father’s misfortunes and was even more enamored of the out- 
worn chivalric ideas which had cost France so dear at Crecy. In 13S6 
Edward’s eldest son, the Black Prince, sallied forth from Aquitaine on 
another great plundering raid, and John went to meet him with the old 
feudal array. The armies met at Poitiers, and again the French tried 
to storm a strong defensive position without using bowmen. This time 
the knights were dismounted so that the French lines would not be 
thrown into confusion by the mad plunges of wounded and dying horses, 
but men who charged up a hill in heavy armor were in no condition to 
fight when they reached the top. The French became so absorbed in 
the struggle that they forgot to guard their rear, and they were com- 
pletely routed when a Gascon detachment circled the field of battle and 
struck them from behind. Hundreds of Frenchmen were slaughtered, 
while King John and many of his court were taken prisoner. Yet the 
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English gained little territory by this overwhelming victory and did 
nothing but make sporadic raids until the Peace of Calais^ in 1360 
brought the war to a temporary- halt. By this treaty Edward tacitly 
surrendered his claim to the French throne and was granted in return 
full sovereignty o^'er southwestern France — the ancient Aquitaine — and 
Calais and Ponthieu in the north. Tn addition, the French were to pay 
an almost unbearably large sum as ransom for John the Good. 

Peace had been made only because both sides were exhausted and 
neither country intended to observe the terms of the treaty. John's ran- 
som was never paid, and. like a gallant knight, he surrendered himself 
to the English. He remained in captivity until his death in 1364. His 
absence was a blessing for France. The Dauphin, later Charles V', was a 
poor knight — ^he had fled from the field at Poitiers — but he was an excel- 
lent statesman. In civil affairs he relied on bourgeois advisers, w-ho suc- 
ceeded in restoring order and even a certain degree of prosperity. The 
army was entrusted to a rough Breton gentleman, Du Guesclin, who 
raised an efficient fighting force from the bands of freebooters who had 
settled on the French couritrj'-side. Charles himself bewildered the Eng- 
lish with skilful and unscrupulous diplomatic maneuvers and stirred up 
rebellions throughout Aquitaine. When the English in desperation re- 
newed the war in 1369, Du Guesclin refused to meet them in open battle, 
but contented himself with besieging isolated garrisons and cutting off 
small detachments of their army. The old trick of sending a great raid- 
ing force through the heart of France was tried, but Du Guesclin refused 
to take the bait, and in 1375 the exhausted English consented to a truce. 
Of their great French possessions, only Calais and a small area around 
Bordeaux remained. Before the truce expired Edward III and the Black 
Prince -were dead, and a child was on the English throne. The war con- 
tinued in theory, but for the next generation the fighters were merely 
pirates and robbers. 

The reign of Edward III, which had begun so auspiciously, was to end 
most dismally. At first the French war had been very popular in Eng- 
land and the people rejoiced in the easy victories and the rich plunder. 
High taxes soon cooled the martial ardor of the middle class, and in the 
years after the Treaty of Calais, disillusionment and anger became gen- 
eral. The conquests were melting aw-ay, while French pirates hampered 
trade and inflicted on English coast towns the horrors which had become 
a commonplace in the devastated areas of France. Returned soldiers, 
unwilling or unable to find legitimate employment, harried the rural 
districts, either as bandits or as the hired retainers of some unscrupulous 

* This was formerly known as the Treaty of Bretigny, but it now seems estab- 
lished that, while preliminary negotiations took place at Bretigny, peace was 
actually made at Calais. 
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feudal lord. And over every one hung the terror of the Black Death, 
which struck again and again in the latter part of Edward’s reign. 

The increased participation of the privileged classes in the work of 
the central government did nothing to allay rising discontent. Barons, 
knights, and burgesses had no plan for solving economic or social prob- 
lems, except the hopeless policy of trying to preserve the status quo. 
Only in political matters did they have a positive program, and in that 
field they made notable gains in their efforts to limit royal power. Ed- 
ward was too anxious to secure support for the war to resist the demands 
of powerful groups of subjects, and while he broke his promises again 
and again, steady pressure from below gradually forced him to change 
his methods of government. The Household slowly ceased to have any 
influence on public affairs ; the Council was filled with magnates, and 
Parliament became almost independent of the king. All these changes 
lessened royal power and gave the upper classes, and especially the 
barons, greater influence on the government. The decline of the House- 
hold meant the end of secret, autocratic rule. The presence of large num- 
bers of magnates on the Council meant that royal officials no longer had 
complete control of policy and appointments to office. The increased in- 
dependence of Parliament changed its character completely and made 
it a real check on the king. Now that it was no longer dominated by 
royal officials, it could not be used primarily as a law-court. It gradually 
lost its function of hearing and answering petitions and almost lost its 
function of deciding difficult legal cases. On the other hand, its legisla- 
tive work greatly increased in importance. Edward occasionally raised 
taxes after consulting other bodies, but he ran into so many difficulties 
when he did this that he finally came to rely almost entirely on parlia- 
mentary grants. Early in his reign the knights and burgesses combined 
to form the House of Commons, and this body gained considerable im- 
portance during the middle years of the century. The magnates were 
anxious to gain the good will of the lesser landholders and wealthy bur- 
gesses and were ready to support most of their requests. The king was 
in no position to reject proposals backed by all the privileged classes, 
and usually ratified the bills sent to him by Parliament. Thus the peti- 
tions of the Commons became the basis for the greater part of the legis- 
lation of Edward’s reign. This did not mean that the Commons were 
running the government, since most of their petitions dealt with trivial 
or local matters. Their chief influence on general policy was in economic 
legislation, which was the special concern of the burgesses. In important 
political questions, however, the Commons usually followed the wishes 
of the dominant group of barons, since many of the knights were rela- 
tives or retainers of great lords. 

On the surface, England seemed to be making very considerable prog- 
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res3 toward limited monarchy and parliamentary government during 
Edward’s reign, but this apparent progress was vitiated by two serious 
weaknesses. In the first place the magnates, who were the dominant 
group in Parliament, were ready to influence the government but not 
to run it. They interfered only when their pride or their interests were 
touched ; ordinary affairs were usually left in the hands of the king and 
the bureaucracy. The resulting uncertainty and divided responsibility 
caused violent fluctuations in policy and demoralized many civil serv- 
ants. In the second place, the magnates, as usual, could not remain 
united, and their factional disputes increased the confusion in the gov- 
ernment. As Edw'ard became older and less capable of ruling, the polit- 
ical intrigues at his court became an open scandal to the country. A 
group of nobles, headed by Edward’s younger son, John of Gaunt, allied 
itself with corrupt officials and greedy merchants to pillage the country. 
The opposition, led by the Black Prince, gained control of Parliament in 
1376 and punished some of the worst offenders, but this victory was only 
temporary. The Black Prince died ; John of Gaunt used his great influ- 
ence to secure a new' Parliament favorable to his party, and his corrupt 
political machine was in full control of the situation when the old king 
died in 1377. 

The premature death of the Black Prince had made his ten-year-old 
son, Richard II, heir to the throne. The intrigues w'hich had disgraced the 
last years of Edward’s reign became even worse during the minority of his 
successor. Since the boy was not yet of age, control of the government 
rested with the Council, and the magnates maneuvered shamelessly for 
places on this important body. Absorbed in their political disputes, the 
aristocracy failed to realize that the country was on the verge of rebel- 
lion. The evil advisers of the king were blamed not only for the general 
corruption and inefficiency of government, but for all the other ills of 
the time. Wycliffe’s radical religious ideas had unsettled many minds 
and had made it easy for radical political and economic ideas to spread. 
England w’as full of rvandering priests and agitators who advocated pure 
democracy, or even socialism, and preached on that disconcerting text : 

When Adam delved and Eve span 

Who ivas then the gentlemait ? 

Resentment was strongest among the lower classes of the towns and 
among the peasants. Both groups felt that they were being exploited by 
the rich and that they were being deprived of all opportunity for ad- 
vancement. They were especially aggrieved by the Statute of Laborers 
(13S1) which fixed prices and wages at pre-plague figures and kept 
them from profiting from the great demand for labor caused by the 
Black Death. As the author of Piers Plowman says ; 
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Then laborers landless, that lived by their hands, 

Would not deign to dine upon worts a day old; 

No penny ale pleased them, no piece of good bacon, 

Only fresh flesh or fish, well fried or well baked . . . 

He must highly be hired, or else he will chide. 

Bewailing his woe, as a workman to live . . . 

He grumbles ’gainst God, and grieves without reason, 

And curses the king, and his counsel after, 

Who license the laws that the laborers grieve. 

The actual outbreak came in 1381, when the government bungled the 
assessment and collection of a poll-tax. Royal commissioners, sent out 
to see if more could not be raised, were driven from the towns of the 
southeast. Soon Kent and Essex were in arms and Canterbury was taken. 
Then a motley army of peasants and artisans started for London, while 
the rising spread through the rest of England. In most places there was 
surprisingly little violence. Old charters and manor records were burned 
and the peasants demanded new leases which abolished labor services 
and granted them their lands at moderate rents. Many of the rebels, 
showing pathetic confidence in written promises, went home as soon as 
they had received their charters, but enough remained united to spread 
panic in London. The incompetent government, which had been unable 
to foresee a rising which had been brewing for years, showed no more 
skill in defending the chief city of the realm. The Council ordered the 
gates closed and took refuge with the king in the Tower, but the rebels 
had adherents in London who admitted them as soon as they arrived in 
force. For several days the mob held the city and took vengeance on 
those whom it blamed for misgovernment and depression. Records were 
burned ; the palace of John of Gaunt was destroyed ; merchants, lawyers, 
and foreign tradesmen were massacred. When the king left the Tower 
for a conference with one group of rebels, another band invaded the 
royal stronghold and put to death Sudbury, archbishop of Canterbury, 
Hales, the treasurer, and other unpopular members of the Council. In 
spite of this violent action, the king himself was respected ; the rebels 
wished to put an end to evil customs and evil counsellors, not to over- 
throw the monarchy. The importance of this distinction was shown on 
the following day, when Richard went out to parley anew with the in- 
surgents. During a heated discussion, the rebel leader, Wat Tyler, was 
struck down by the king’s escort, and Richard and his followers stood 
helpless before the angry mob. With superb courage the boy rode into 
their midst, saying “Sirs, will you shoot your king ? I will be your chief 
and captain ; you shall have from me all that you seek.” The rebels took 
him at his word, and when a loyal force came out from London to pro- 
tect him they meekly dispersed. 

Reaction now commenced. The aristocracy recovered from its amaze- 
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ment and remembered that it -was still the dominant military force in 
the countiy. Rebels ■were hunted dotwn and killed in the disaffected coun- 
ties. Xo one paid any attention to the charters which had been granted 
during the period of danger. \^’hen a deputation of peasants dared re- 
mind Richard of his promises he retorted : ‘■\’illeins \'e are and villeins 
ye shall remain.” Refore the vengeance of the nobles the violence of 
the rebels in London pales to insignificance. -\11 the futy of a frightened 
class teas vented on the helpless peasants and for some years their lot 
was worse than before the rebellion. Serfdom was to disappear almost 
completely in England during the next century, but only because eco- 
nomic change made it an unprofitable anachronism. 

The intrigues for control of the Council and the clumsy handling of 
the Peasants' Rebellion had given Richard evety reason to be disgusted 
with government by the magnates. IVhen he came of age he made a de- 
termined effort to diminish the political power of the aristocracy and 
to withdraw the concessions which had weakened ro_val authority. His 
plans were thwarted by a violent protest of the barons in 13SS. but 
Richard waited patiently for the storm to subside and began his work 
anew. By 1397 he had succeeded in executing or exiling his principal 
opponents, in placing his supporters in all the key positions of the gov- 
ernment. and in making Parliament once more subservient to the crown. 
He had shonm great political skill in achieting these results, but he 
seriously overestimated the extent of his success. He had weakened the 
aristocracy, but he had not deprived it of military power, nor had he 
built up an army of his own to counterbalance the forces of the barons. 
Thinking that England was subdued, he led an expedition to Ireland to 
put an end to the chronic state of anarchy which prevailed in that 
island. Heniy of Lancaster, son of John of Gaunt, whom Richard had 
exiled in 1397, seized this opportunity to return and to start a rebellion. 
The barons rushed to his support, and ■«‘faen Richard returned to Eng- 
land he found himself almost defenseless. He was seized and imprisoned, 
while Henry called a great assembly ■ to sanction his assumption of the 
crown. Since Henrj- had already won a decisive miiitaiy ricioiy and had 
received the support of the magnates, the assembh' had little choice in 
the matter. It approved a long list of charges against Richard II, de- 
posed him, and accepted Heniy as king. The second attempt to restore 
the personal government of Edward I had failed, and the Lancastrian 
dynasty, born of an aristocratic revolution, was bound to rule with the 
assistance of the aristocracy. 


* There has 'neen a long controversy as to whether this assembly was a Parlia- 
ment or not. Technically, it probably was not a Parliament, but most of its mem- 
bers were members of Parliament, and it represented the usual social groups of 
magnates, lesser landholder.s. and burgesses. 
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The struggle for power in England during the fourteenth century had 
not only given the barons great influence in government, but had estab- 
lished precedents for limiting royal power in constitutional ways. Par- 
liament had gained almost complete control over taxation, great influ- 
ence in legislation, and some voice in determining general policy. The 
struggle for power in France had less decisive results. The nobles gained 
power, but they never succeeded in establishing institutions which could 
permanently restrain the king. This was due in part to the ancient lack 
of unity among the king’s opponents. Each province looked out for its 
own interests and the nobles seldom gave any support to the bourgeoisie. 
It was due, as well, to the fact that France suffered more severely from 
the Hundred Years’ War than did England. The essential thing, for the 
French, was to drive out the English and suppress the “free companies” 
who pillaged English, French, and papal territory with complete impar- 
tiality. The need for peace was greater than the need for liberty, and any 
king who seemed able to restore order could count on the support of 
most of his subjects. 

War, pestilence, and bad government overwhelmed France during the 
reigns of Philip VI and John the Good. Neither king showed the slight- 
est ability in meeting the crises, and the national and local estates, 
though frequently called together to vote taxes, developed no program 
for recovery. The final disaster of Poitiers was the signal for a wide- 
spread revolt. The Estates-General of the North met in Paris and, under 
the leadership of Etienne Marcel, head of the Paris merchants, de- 
manded a share in the government and a change in the composition of 
the royal council. When the Dauphin, who was ruling in place of the 
captured King John, procrastinated, Marcel and his followers murdered 
the unpopular councillors. The Dauphin fled, leaving Marcel in control 
of Paris. The revolutionary spirit spread through the country-side, and 
in 1358 armed bands of villeins began burning and pillaging much as 
the English peasants were to do later. The Dauphin’s position seemed 
hopeless, but the rebels were too divided to organize the country against 
him. Marcel was supported chiefly by the bourgeoisie of Paris; other 
regions were jealous of the capital city and the nobles would have noth- 
ing to do with middle-class leaders. The Parisians were not anxious to 
aid the despised peasants and Marcel lost much of his popularity when 
he urged such an alliance. The nobles soon rallied and suppressed the 
“Jacquerie,” as the peasant rising was called, with atrocious cruelty. 
When the Dauphin moved on Paris, Marcel committed the final mistake 
of seeking the support of English sympathizers, and was murdered by 
his own followers. Once more it had been shown that unity and order in 
France depended on the monarchy. 

The Dauphin, who became king as Charles V in 13b4, had united with 
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the nobles to resist Marcel and the peasants, not from any sympathy 
with feudalism, but to save his own power. During the twenty years be- 
tween the Treaty of Calais and his death in 1380 he labored to restore 
royal authority and to rebuild his country. He made few innovations ; he 
merely revived and perfected the bureaucratic government of the great 
Capetians, but this was enough to restore order and some degree of pros- 
perity. The extent of his success may be measured by the fact that during 
the regency of eight years which followed his death France suffered from 
nothing more serious than a peasants’ rising, which was easily sup- 
pressed. His successor, Charles V’l, came of age in 1388 and carried on 
his father’s work with great success, until he was suddenly stricken with 
insanity in 1392. The importance of the king as a bulwark of law and 
order almost immediately received a new proof. The nobles began quar- 
reling for control of the government and France slowly declined into a 
miserable period of civil war and anarchy. 


3. England and France in the Fifteenth Century 

With the accession of Henry IV in 1399 England began an experiment 
with aristocratic, parliamentary government which was to last for sixty 
years. Henry’s position was none too secure, even after Richard II had 
been secretly murdered, since there were other descendants of Edward III 
who had a better claim to the throne. He had to make every effort to gain 
the support of the upper classes, and early in his reign he promised that 
“he would not be guided by his own will nor by his own desire or indi- 
vidual opinion, but by common advice, counsel and assent.” This meant, 
in practice, that the Council was filled with magnates and that important 
decisions were referred to Parliament for approval. As usual, the barons 
preferred to have as much work done in Parliament as possible in order 
to prevent the king from acting rapidly and secretly while they were 
absent from court. They continued to cooperate with the Commons, in 
order to secure the support of the lesser land-owners and the middle 
class, and the lower house gained two important privileges during the 
reign. It was agreed that all money bills must originate in the House of 
Commons, since it represented the classes which paid most in taxes. 
Henry also promised to make no important changes in the wording of 
the petitions of the Commons if he decided to enact them into law. Be- 
fore this time the king had been free, not only to accept or reject peti- 
tions, but also to amend them until they bore little resemblance to the 
original proposal. The new rule left the veto power with the king, but 
seriously limited his right of amendment and marked a new and im- 
portant step in parliamentary control of legislation. 

Though he was willing to share his power with the privileged classes, 
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Henry had great difficulty in finding a stable basis for his government. 
Political intrigues among the barons continued, and Henry had to ap- 
point new officials each time the balance of power among the factions 
shifted. Few of his chancellors held office for as long as two years, and 
the personnel of the Council altered almost as frequently. The barons of 
the Marches of Wales and the North were not content with mere intrigue 
and broke out in open rebellion when they felt that they were being 
deprived of their just share of the power and profits of office. Henry was 
not really secure until he had fought two bloody wars with the rebels 
and had almost exterminated the powerful family of Percy, which had 
led the rising from its strongholds in the North. Great political skill, 
tact, and energy were required to guide England through these troubled 
times. Henry not only possessed these merits; he had in addition the 
valuable quality of efficiency which enabled him to rule economically 
and thus to avoid the danger of too frequent or too heavy taxation. When 
he died in 1413, exhausted by his endless difficulties, England was in 
possession of internal peace and order, boons but rarely granted her in 
the later centuries of the middle ages. 

His son Henry V was viewed askance by many, because in his youth 
he had “served Venus no less fervently than Mars” and appeared to 
lack the sober virtues of his father. Responsibility brought a complete 
change of character, and for the rest of his life he attended strictly to 
the business of government. Strong-willed, persistent, and intelligent, 
he might have been able to lay the foundations for absolute monarchy 
in England if he had devoted his energies to internal affairs. But no 
pressing problems demanded solution at home, and the force of tradi- 
tion drew his eyes across the Channel, where conditions seemed pro- 
pitious for a renewed attempt to conquer France. 

For over twenty years France had been torn by factional quarrels of 
increasing bitterness. An ancient royal policy had paved the way for this 
turmoil. Since the time of St. Louis, it had been customary to invest 
younger sons of the royal house with fiefs which had reverted to the 
crown, on the theory that relatives of the king would be loyal to the 
head of the family. In this way Philip the Hardy, a son of King John the 
Good, had acquired Burgundy, to which Flanders was added by a mar- 
riage alliance arranged by Charles V. Similarly, Charles VI had invested 
his younger brother Louis with the duchy of Orleans. When Charles VI 
became insane in 1392, the houses of Burgundy and Orleans began a 
long struggle for control of the regency. Until the death of Philip the 
Hardy in J404, the contestants had limited themselves to slander, brib- 
ery, and blackmail, but Philip’s successor, John the Fearless, precipi- 
tated civil war by compassing the murder of Louis of Orleans in 1407. 
Leadership of the Orleanist faction was assumed by the count of 
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Armagnac, father-in-law of the young duke of Orleans, and from this 
circumstance the ensuing disorder has taken the name of the Burgundian- 
Armagnac feud. Both sides, in their efforts to gain power, intrigued with 
Henry IV of England, who encouraged each in turn, but wisely refused 
to intervene. The burgesses of Paris, supported by the university, 
sought to end the strife in 1413 by the Ordonnance Cabochienne, which 
entrusted the government to a bureaucracy amenable to popular control. 
This new attempt to end the evils of aristocratic influence on the gov- 
ernment was no more successful than that of Etienne Marcel, and the 
Orleanists soon suppressed the movement. 

Such was the situation w'hen, in 1414, Henry V revived the English 
claim to the throne of France. Legally his position was absurd, for even 
if the tacit surrender of the claim by Edward HI were ignored, the 
usurping Lancastrians were not the nearest heirs of the Plantagenets. 
This fact did not deter Henry, who invaded France in 141S and won a 
spectacular victory at Agincourt. Far more important than the battle, 
which, as usual, settled nothing, was an English alliance with John of 
Burgundy. With the most powerful noble in France on Henry’s side, 
effective resistance to English aggression became almost impossible. 
Henry returned to France in 1417 and began a systematic conquest of 
Normandy. Three things distinguished this campaign from earlier Eng- 
lish invasions. First of all, Henry prohibited, and severely punished, 
plundering. He realized that he could not hold France without the good 
will of the inhabitants, and he wanted the people to feel that English 
rule gave them security and order. In the second place, the French 
showed an intensity of national feeling hitherto unknown. Though 
Henry offered to respect their laws and privileges, the cities of Nor- 
mandy held out tenaciously and yielded only when their walls were 
destroyed and their people were starving. Finally, in this campaign, 
artillery began to play a conspicuous part. The guns were still crude, 
and blew up so easily that they were often more dangerous to their own 
crews than to the enemy, but they proved valuable in siege operations. 
The slow pounding of the heavy stone balls could make a breach in the 
strongest fortifications, and Henry’s conquest of Normandy was greatly 
accelerated by his use of artillery. The days of the heavy-walled castle 
with its bristling turrets were almost over, and with the castle went one 
of the bulwarks of feudalism. 

While Henry was taking town after town in Normandy, desperate 
efforts were being made to end the paralyzing strife of Burgundians and 
Armagnacs. The Dauphin Charles, who had allied himself with the 
Orleanists, at last consented to meet John of Burgundy at hlontereau, 
but the conference ended in a scuffle during which John was attacked and 
murdered. The new duke of Burgundy, Philip, miscalled the “Good,” 
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was eager for vengeance and gave Henry his full support. He secured 
possession of the mad Charles VI and in 1420 sold France to the English 
king at the Peace of Troyes. By this treaty the Dauphin was declared a 
rebel and Henry was recognized as heir to the French throne. Henry was 
to marry Charles’ daughter Catherine and to take over the government 
of France at once. With his claims thus fortified, Henry began the con- 
quest of the rest of France and had obtained possession of all the lands 
north of the Loire, when he died in 1422, worn out with incessant cam- 
paigning. A few months later Charles VI followed him to the grave and 
a year-old baby inherited the crowns of England and France. 

The patriotic resistance which the cities of northern France had of- 
fered to the advance of Henry V made the chances of a permanent occu- 
pation seem small. The accession of the infant Henry VI and the quarrels 
which inevitably accompanied a regency further weakened the position 
of the invaders. Hostility to the English was general, showing itself in 
sporadic risings of nobles, burghers, and peasants alike. Even in Bur- 
gundy the alliance with the foreigner became unpopular as soon as the 
English showed that they were not mere tools of the duke but were work- 
ing to build up their own power. The English themselves were somewhat 
worried by their success and gave only lukewarm support to their ex- 
peditionary force. They were beginning to grudge the cost of the war 
and fear lest their king might eventually subordinate the interests of 
his small island kingdom to those of his great French realm. Despite 
these disadvantages, the fortunes of the English rose steadily higher 
during the years immediately following the death of Henry V. This 
surprising result was due largely to the great political skill of the duke 
of Bedford, the English regent at Paris. He gave the half of France 
which was under his control firm but just rule, preserving local customs 
and using French officials wherever he could. The duke of Burgundy was 
kept in line by soft words and bribes. Finance was Bedford’s greatest 
problem, but with the meager grants reluctantly conceded by Parlia- 
ment and such taxes as his impoverished French provinces yielded, he 
managed to maintain a small but efficient army. Slowly but steadily the 
territory of the Roi de Paris, as Henry VI was called, was enlarged, until 
in 1428 English troops reached Orleans, the gateway to southern France. 
Bedford had not enough men to surround the city, but he succeeded in 
cutting off most of its supply of food, and the defenders soon began to 
feel the pinch of hunger. 

Bedford could not have been so successful if the French had had a 
leader capable of uniting the country against the invader. The exiled 
Dauphin, Charles VII, was the logical person to undertake this task. 
Almost half of France was in his possession and even in the North the 
people were only waiting for the signal to rise. But Charles was a sorry 
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leader for such a movement. Weak and cowardly, he surrounded him- 
self with flatterers, most of whom were Armagnacs who had been in- 
volved in the murder of John the Fearless and were therefore anxious 
to prevent a reconciliation between Charles and Philip of Burgundy. 
The taxes which were voted by the Estates of the South were appropri- 
ated by court favorites for their own uses. The Constable Richemont, a 
Breton warrior of the school of Du Guesclin, was exiled from court when 
he endeavored to stir Charles to action. The nobles of the South were 
still warlike, but their belligerent spirit manifested itself only in private 
wars and family feuds. 

In 1429, wdth the English before Orleans and Charles cowering miser- 
ably at Chinon, the leadership which the Dauphin had failed to provide 
was assumed by one of his humblest subjects. Under the pressure of Eng- 
lish invasion, national feeling had ceased to be intermittent and sporadic : 
it had spread through all classes and regions. Jeanne d’Arc was a w'oman 
and a peasant, she lived in a remote border province, but in spite of these 
handicaps she was to lead the armies of France because she embodied 
the spirit of French patriotism. She was born in Domremy near the 
northeastern frontier, at some time between 1410 and 1412. Her child- 
hood was passed in the midst of the turmoil of the Burgundian-Armagnac 
feud and the disasters of the English invasion. Brooding over “the pity 
that was in the Kingdom of France” she took refuge, as did many women 
of her time, in an intense inner life. At an early age she began to hear 
“voices,” messages from her favorite saints, and in time the voices 
designated her as the one chosen by God to save her suffering country. 
At first she resisted the suggestion, but repeated messages forced her to 
yield. 

Her visions gave Jeanne confidence in her mission, but they would not 
in themselves have been sufficient to inspire a generation made sceptical 
by a superabundance of ecstatic virgins. But Jeanne was not only abso- 
lutely convinced that she w'as guided by God : she also had the gift of 
leadership. Though she knew “neither .A nor B,” she possessed shrewd 
common sense, a quick and witty tongue, and remarkable powers of 
persuasion. Thus armed, she set forth in 1429 from Domremy. Surmount- 
ing the barriers of her youth and sex, and the inertia, scepticism, and 
hopelessness of the Dauphin and his favorites, Jeanne soon found herself 
at the head of a force to relieve Orleans. She slipped through the loose 
English cordon and entered the city with little trouble. The effect of her 
presence was almost magical. The people of Orleans “felt comforted, as 
if the siege were already lifted, by the divine virtue which was felt to 
dwell in this simple maid w'hom all — men, women and children — love 
with a passionate affection.” 

The enthusiasm of the French was equaled by the discomfiture of the 
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English. Bedford reported that “there felle by the hand of God, as it 
semeth, a greet stroke upon youre peuple . . . caused in greete partye, 
as I trowe, by ... a disciple and leme of the fende called the Pucelle, 
that used fals enchantments and sorcerie, the which stroke and dis- 
comfiture not oonly lessed in greet partie the nombre of youre peuple 
ther, but as wel withdrawe the courage of the remnant in marvaillous 
wise, and courage your adverse partie and enemyes.” 

With enthusiasm and confidence transferred to the French side, the 
pressure on Orleans was soon relieved by a series of daring attacks on 
the English positions around the city. On the news of the victory there 
was a great stirring all over France. The Dauphin was still the greatest 
handicap to his own cause, and it required all Jeanne’s persuasive powers 
to goad him to the second step in her program, the coronation at Rheims. 
Spurred on by the voices which cried unceasingly “Fille de Dieu, va, va, 
va! Je serai a ton aide!” she persisted and won again. Through the 
heart of the English possessions her little army moved to Rheims, where 
Charles was crowned according to the ancient ritual. Jeanne had real- 
ized what the Dauphin’s sophisticated advisers had forgotten, that the 
ceremony at Rheims gave divine sanction to kingship in the eyes of all 
good Frenchmen, and that loyalty to Charles would be greatly increased 
by the coronation. As she had predicted, the journey to Rheims aroused a 
new wave of enthusiasm, and it seems probable that a vigorous campaign 
might have freed France from the invaders within a few months. But 
Charles was weary of action and weary of Jeanne’s harangues. The 
favorable moment was allowed to slip by, leaving France to suffer for 
twenty weary years. The Maid was captured while leading a raiding 
party near Paris, and Charles did not lift a finger to save her. The Eng- 
lish took their revenge at Rouen. A servile ecclesiastical court con- 
demned Jeanne as a heretic, and two years after her departure from 
Domremy she was burned at the stake. 

The cowardice and folly of the king she had saved enabled the Eng- 
lish to kill the Maid, but nothing could kill the impression made on 
France by the events of 1429. Despite Charles and his favorites, despite 
the valiant efforts of Bedford, the tide had definitely turned. In 1433 
the national party, led by Richemont, drove Charles’ evil advisers from 
court. The English now began to suffer from divided counsels, and an 
uncle of Henry VI committed the supreme folly of alienating Philip of 
Burgundy by trying to secure a fief which the duke coveted. Philip de- 
serted the English in 1435, and in the same year the death of Bedford 
left the invaders without a leader. Paris was taken in 1436 and town 
after town opened its gates to the French. Charles, under the tutelage of 
energetic and patriotic counsellors, began to emerge from his apathy 
and to take some interest in military affairs. From 1444 to 1449 there 
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was a truce, during which the French army and finances were reformed. 
When the war was renewed, the English posts fell rapidly and by 1453 
only Calais remained of the French realm of Henry V. The Hundred 
Years’ War was over. 

During the second half of his reign, from the truce of 1444 to his death 
in 1461, Charles VII earned the title of “the Well-Served.” Once more, 
as under Charles V and during the early years of Charles VI, the middle 
class dominated the royal council. Charles VII never became a great 
leader, but he loyally supported his bourgeois advisers and suppressed 
the efforts of the disaffected nobles to regain control of the government. 
The problems confronting the king and his council were stupendous. In 
addition to the task of expelling the English, they had to repair the 
damage wrought by over a century of misgovernment and war. Large 
sections of the country were desolate and thousands of Frenchmen had 
emigrated. Wolves prowled around Paris and even invaded the city; 
large tracts of arable land had gone out of cultivation. “The English,” 
it was said, “brought forests to France.” Commerce was stagnant be- 
cause roads had disappeared and canals, rivers, and harbors had become 
unfit for use. Large elements of the population had become thoroughly 
demoralized and the chronicles are full of stories of outlandish cults and 
unnatural cruelties. Bands of unpaid soldiers and professional robbers, 
“the flayers,” wandered through the defenseless country-side, stealing 
the little that remained after war, plague, and famine had done their 
work. 

By the end of Charles’ reign the more obvious ravages of the war had 
been repaired. The flayers were hunted down and killed or driven into 
other countries. Large sums were spent for the repair of roads and har- 
bors, and the king’s bourgeois councillors encouraged the revival of com- 
merce. Waste land was brought back under cultivation, and many peas- 
ants found it easy to acquire small holdings on favorable terms. The 
Estates grumbled at the high taxes entailed by the royal reforms, but 
loyalty to the crown was strong, and Charles’ success in driving out 
the English gave him an almost impregnable position. Few men were 
ready to resist a victorious king, and in the end the Estates abandoned 
all efforts to check the growth of royal power. They even gave up their 
control of the purse and agreed that some taxes, such as the famous 
taille or land-tax, could be levied in perpetuity. The French nobles had 
never been greatly interested in parliamentary institutions and per- 
mitted the Estates to abdicate their powers without a protest. They did, 
however, become annoyed when they found that they were being ex- 
cluded from the spoils of office at a time when their financial needs were 
great. Charles was successful in preventing the formation of any for- 
midable feudal combination, but he was unable to deal decisively with 
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the problem of the nobles for fear of starting a new civil war. His diffi- 
culties were increased when his eldest son Louis developed political 
ambitions and allied himself with the nobles because Charles would not 
give him a share in the government. When Louis fled to the court of the 
duke of Burgundy, Charles was urged to disinherit his undutiful son. 
Age had taught the old monarch wisdom, and he contented himself with 
the cynical and accurate prophecy that “my cousin of Burgundy is 
nourishing the fox which will eat his chickens.” These troubles clouded 
Charles’ last days, but as he lay dying in 1461 he might well have re- 
joiced in the accomplishments of his reign. France had made a wonderful 
recovery since the dark year of 1422, when the disinherited Dauphin 
wandered listlessly around the South while an English regent issued 
orders from Paris. 

Charles’ successor, Louis XI, is one of the most unattractive figures 
in French history, yet he is one of the men who made France. He com- 
pleted the task, begun centuries before, of uniting all the great fiefs to 
the royal domain, and he broke the power of the house of Burgundy, 
which had threatened France for almost a century. Jeanne d’Arc had 
shown the power of profound religious faith and selfless love of country; 
Louis derived his strength from other and less admirable characteristics. 
Consumed with a desire for power, utterly unscrupulous in his methods, 
superstitious rather than religious, Louis represented the worst side of 
the fifteenth century, as Jeanne had represented the best. He believed 
that money and flattery could buy any man, or any saint, and his rela- 
tions with supernatural powers were marked by the same corrupt di- 
plomacy which distinguished his negotiations with secular potentates. 
He made lavish offerings to the patron saints of his enemies just as he 
bribed the advisers of those same enemies; he purchased relics of his 
favorite martyrs as a businessman would purchase bonds. On his death- 
bed he had the pope send him a saintly hermit to pray for his recovery 
— and had spies test the holy man to see that he was not a charlatan. 
The royal treasurers were reduced to despair by this ruler “who bought 
the grace of God and the Virgin Mary for more money than ever king 
did.” Sir Walter Scott, in Quentin Durward, has made familiar the line- 
aments of this queer, misshapen king, with his cheap, untidy clothes and 
battered hat covered with leaden images of saints. Scott has also painted 
indelibly the character of the “Universal Spider,” who lied and cheated 
shamelessly, who employed only men of low estate whom he had raised 
from, and could plunge back into, obscurity. These things are true, but 
Louis’ malevolence and eccentricities should not obscure the fact that he 
was a very significant figure. He was no worse than most other men of 
his day; he was simply more intelligent and persevering. He belongs 
in the select company of the founders of the “new monarchies,” the 
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men who created the absolute states which were to dominate Europe in 
the early modern period. 

Louis acquired political wisdom at great cost to himself and his 
people. During the first years of his reign he allied himself with the 
nobles and banished the middle-class advisers of his father. Then he 
endeavored to emancipate himself from the nobles by stirring up strife 
between rival families and by encouraging malcontents in the great 
fiefs, especially Burgundy, to revolt. His plans miscarried, and in 1465 
he was confronted by a great feudal league, led by Charles the Rash, 
who had taken over the rule of Burgundy from the aged Philip the Good. 
The nobles dignified their rising with the name of the “War of the Com- 
monweal,” but in reality they w'ere making a last stand for feudal inde- 
pendence against royal absolutism. Louis’ foolish policy had alienated 
all classes and he w'as unable to make any effective resistance to the 
league. Realizing that he was beaten, he bought peace by promising to 
cede large portions of the royal domain to the rebels. He never entirely 
fulfilled these promises, but the nobles, as usual, could not remain united 
long enough to insist on receiving all the fruits of their victory. Louis 
worked strenuously to widen the rifts in the hostile coalition, and dur- 
ing the next decade he slowly regained a position of supremacy. He 
avoided war, since intelligent planning might be upset by the chance 
results of a battle, but he became a master of diplomacy and intrigue. 
He had spies in every feudal court ; the advisers of many lords were in 
his pay ; secret archives were established to hold stolen papers. Mem- 
bers of the League of the Commonweal were detached from their allies 
by enormous bribes. Those who could not be convinced by golden argu- 
ments found themselves deserted and confronted with the alternatives 
of unconditional surrender or imprisonment in the dungeons of a royal 
castle. 

One opponent, however, could neither be bribed nor threatened. 
Thanks to the efforts of his father and grandfather, Charles the Rash of 
Burgundy was one of the most powerful rulers in Europe. In the south- 
eastern corner of France he held the duchy and county of Burgundy, 
rich agricultural provinces which supplied him with hosts of fighting 
men. In the Northeast, the tvell-planned marriages of the Burgundian 
house had added fief after fief to their original county of Flanders, until 
almost all the Low Countries w'ere in their possession. The inhabitants 
of rich northern towns, exhausted by a century of class struggles, had 
allow’ed the dukes to withdraw their old privileges and to burden them 
with heavy taxes. The wealth of the Netherlands not only made the 
Burgundian court the center of northern art, it also enabled the dukes 
to pay for the armies which they raised in their southern holdings. There 
w-as only one weakness in Charles’ position; his possessions in the 
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Netherlands were separated from Burgundy by the imperial fief of Lor- 
raine. If he could acquire this territory, Charles would possess an un- 
broken domain stretching from the Alps to the North Sea and be in a 
position to revive the ninth century middle kingdom of Lotharingia. 
This plan Louis was determined to frustrate. A strong state on the east- 
ern frontier was a menace to French security, and no victory over the 
nobles could be permanent as long as they could hope for Burgundian 
support. 

The contest between Louis and Charles was merely one phase of the 
long struggle for possession of the middle kingdom, a struggle which 
began with the grandchildren of Charlemagne and is not yet ended. In 
the fifteenth century the result was determined largely by personal 
temperament. Alike in ambition, Louis and Charles differed in almost 
every other respect. To the patience, craft, and diplomacy of the French 
king, the Burgimdian opposed a fiery temper and a stubborn and short- 
sighted reliance on military power. While the League of the Common- 
weal remained united, Charles was able to extort many concessions from 
Louis, but as internal opposition subsided, the French king slowly gained 
the upper hand. Without committing himself in any overt way, Louis 
sent agents to incite the Rhine princes and the Swiss against Charles. 
They were already uneasy about Burgundian aggression in Lorraine and 
Alsace, and when they were secretly promised French subsidies, they 
joined forces against the duke. After suffering several defeats from the 
Swiss, Charles finally was killed in an attack on Nancy in 1476. Louis 
made a rapid pilgrimage of thanksgiving to his favorite shrines and 
then plunged eagerly into the task of seizing as much of the Burgundian 
inheritance as possible. Since Charles had left a daughter, and since 
many Burgundian territories were fiefs of the Empire rather than of 
France, it was difficult to find a good excuse for wholesale annexations. 
Louis’ first thought was to settle the whole problem by marrying Mary 
of Burgundy to his eldest son, but this plan was frustrated when Mary 
espoused Maximilian of Habsburg, son of the Emperor Frederick III. 
Then as many Burgundian fiefs as possible were declared forfeited to 
the French crown under the Salic law, which barred female succession. 
The Habsburgs resisted, but a compromise was finally effected in 1482 
by the Treaty of Arras, by which Louis received the duchy and county 
of Burgundy, and Artois and Picardy in northern France. Flanders and 
the other provinces of the, Netherlands remained in the hands of the 
Habsburgs, to trouble sorely the rulers of France in the next three 
centuries. Nevertheless, Louis had notably enlarged the royal domain 
and had eliminated the Burgundian menace. At almost the same time, 
the counties of Anjou, Maine, and Provence escheated to the crown, 
leaving Brittany as the only large, semi-independent feudal state. This 
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last great fief was acquired shortly after Louis’ death, when his successor 
married the heiress to the duchy. Now that they no longer ruled whole 
provinces, the nobles were much less of a menace to the monarchy. They 
still made trouble in the sixteenth century, but they could no longer 
threaten to set up independent states, as the duke of Burgundy had 
done. 

The “War of the Commonweal” had revealed to Louis the need for 
securing the support of the middle class. During the rest of his reign he 
was the “King of the Bourgeois.” Not only were most of his ministers 
commoners, but on his travels he lodged with burghers, flattering thern 
and gaining an opportunity to learn about the needs of his realm. The 
atmosphere of the counting-room pervaded his court, where nobles per- 
ished of boredom. Under his careful supervision, commerce and industry 
flourished, and France became again one of the wealthiest countries in 
Europe. In return, the middle classes loyally supported his attacks on 
the nobles and gave without complaint the money required for his di- 
plomacy of corruption. More surprising, they accepted with equanimity 
a policy of centralization which struck down civic liberties as well as 
feudal privileges. The great majority of townsmen had lost faith in their 
old policy of autonomy and self-government. Autonomy had encouraged 
foreigners and feudal brigands to attack the isolated towns ; self-govern- 
ment had meant either domination by the wealthy or endless class war. 
They now prized security more highly than liberty and were willing to 
surrender local privileges in return for greater opportunities to trade. 

Sure of the support of the bourgeoisie, Louis also controlled the clergy, 
thanks to the Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges (1438) and subsequent 
deals with the papacy. The peasants had little political influence, but 
they were grateful for the restoration of order and no longer troubled 
the country with their desperate rebellions. Even some of the nobles, 
tired of futile private wars, became supporters of the monarchy. With 
increasing support from all classes, Louis became more autocratic as the 
years went by. Even his ministers were not allowed to criticize his 
policies, and insubordinate officials were ruthlessly crushed. Louis was 
no .easy master — he was suspicious, jealous of his prerogatives, and fre- 
quently unjust — but the French people felt that it wms better to have a 
hard master than none at alt. The story of France in the later middle 
ages ends as it began : Louis XI completed the structure of royal 
absolutism begun by Philip Augustus, St. Louis, and Philip the Fair. 

The ease with which Charles VII had completed the task of rescuing 
his realm from the foreign invader was due in large part to the distracted 
condition of England. In spite of his victories, Henry V had left a legacy 
of trouble to his heir. Even in the lifetime of the victory of Agincourt 
there had been gloomy foreboding 
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Woe is me [mused an ancient chronicler] mighty men and treasure of the 
realm will most miserably disappear about this business. And in truth the 
grievous taxation of the people to this end being unbearable, accompanied 
with murmurs and smothered curses among them from hatred of the burden, 
I pray that my supreme master become not in the end a partaker of the 
sword of the wrath of the Lord. 

In undertaking the conquest of France, Henry had not only committed 
his country to a task far beyond its strength, he had also brought about 
his own early death, leaving England to face the dangers of a long royal 
minority. Even his final triumph, the Treaty of Troyes, was marred by 
his marriage to Catherine, daughter of the insane Charles VI. Henry VI, 
the one child of this union, was to have enough trouble to drive a normal 
man to madness, but his mental stability was not improved by his un- 
fortunate ancestry. His forty-year reign was to see the complete break- 
down of aristocratic, parliamentary government and the beginnings of 
the Wars of the Roses, the last great feudal struggle for power. 

During the minority the nobles intrigued and quarreled for power, 
but actual fighting was prevented by the conciliatory efforts of the sage 
duke of Bedford. After Bedford’s death in 1435 the situation became 
worse. Henry was a "good, simple and innocent man,” more fitted for 
the monastic cell than the throne. His rigid morality, his sublime trust 
in his friends and ministers, his hatred of violence were all admirable 
qualities, but they did not fit him to deal with the corrupt and turbulent 
barons who filled his court. The king’s chief advisers were accused of 
profiteering, misappropriation of funds, and treason, and were usually 
too busy defending themselves to pay much attention to the war in 
France. The Commons were weary of endless unsuccessful campaigns 
and were naturally reluctant to vote taxes that were either stolen or 
wasted. In these circumstances it is not surprising that the English lost 
ground rapidly in France and that they were forced to accept the 
“shameful truce” of 1444, by which Henry admitted the loss of most of 
his French inheritance and agreed to marry the niece of Charles VII. 
The truce made the government more unpopular than ever. Though the 
English had been reluctant to give money for the war, their pride was 
hurt by French success, and they cursed the men responsible for their 
humiliation. Henry’s marriage with Margaret of Anjou was a further 
insult to their patriotic feelings, and their anger was not lessened when 
the queen began to exercise a dominating influence over her husband. 
Loyalty to the Lancastrian dynasty had been shaken, and the king could 
no longer count on the support of most of his subjects when threatened 
by revolt. 

The barons were stronger than they had been for centuries. The 
profits of sheep-raising, pensions, lands granted by kings who needed 
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their support, and plunder from France had given great wealth to a few 
score families. With this wealth they bought the services of bands of 
returned soldiers and of other unemployed or adventurous men. These 
retainers not only wore the livery of their master and fought his battles, 
they also “maintained” the cause of their lord in all legal disputes and 
were in turn protected from punishment for their own misdeeds. They 
terrorized witnesses, threatened jurors, and not infrequently persuaded 
corrupt officials to place them on juries which were trying cases in which 
they were interested. Since many justices of the peace and some judges 
of the central courts were relatives or dependents of great lords, it was 
almost impossible to stop these practices. There was repeated legislation 
against “livery and maintenance,” but by the middle of the fifteenth 
century there was little chance of convicting a powerful lord or his 
followers in the royal courts. 

Public order began to disintegrate with the return of English troops 
from France, and the progress toward anarchy was greatly accelerated 
when in 1453 Henry VI suddenly went insane. The old struggle for con- 
trol of the government was greatly intensified and private feuds ripened 
into civil war. One party was headed by the queen and her favorites, the 
other by Richard, duke of York. Richard was descended, in the female 
line, from the third son of Edward III, while Henry VI was the heir of 
the fourth son, John of Gaunt. Thus Richard had an excellent claim to 
the throne, and his appearance as leader of the opposition was an omi- 
nous sign. At first he asked only for the regency, and since the alternative 
to his rule was the domination of the foreign-born queen. Parliament 
allowed him to govern the country during 1453 and 1454. Then Henry 
recovered his senses and removed Richard and his followers from power. 
The disappointed Yorkists began armed resistance and in 1455 fought 
their first battle with the adherents of the Lancastrian king. Thus began 
the Wars of the Roses, ^ a struggle which brought out the worst side of 
the English aristocracy. No great moral or constitutional principles were 
at stake, and neither party had a definite political program. Personal 
interests dictated the behavior of the barons ; they fought to gain lands, 
to kill their rivals, and above all to be on the winning side. Few men 
remained consistently loyal to one party, and the Wars of the Roses are 
one long record of betrayals, ambushes, and assassinations. In one re- 
spect only they fell short of the horrors which France had experienced ; 
there was comparatively little pillaging of cities or devastation of the 
country-side. The great majority of Englishmen took no interest in the 
fighting; the cities threw open their gates to any victorious army and 
Parliament ratified the acts of whichever faction was in power. The 

' The white rose was the badge of York and popular fancy soon invented the 
story that the red rose was the badge of Lancaster. 
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barons apparently did not want to disturb this neutrality and refrained 
from acts which might have driven the middle and lower classes into the 
ranks of their opponents. 

In 1460 Richard of York was slain at Wakefield, but the leadership 
of his faction was promptly assumed by the earl of Warwick. The “King- 
maker,” as he was called, controlled such an enormous body of retainers 
that he could almost determine the result of the civil war through his 
own forces. In 1461 he entered London and proclaimed Edward, the 
young duke of York, as rightful king of England. Henry VI, after a 
feeble resistance, fled. For four years he wandered about, a miserable 
exile, and then was captured and imprisoned in the Tower. 

The reign of Edward IV is of interest because in many particulars it 
foreshadows the policy later followed by the Tudors. No sooner was 
he placed on the throne than he commenced to build up a party of his 
own in order to emancipate himself from Warwick. The Kingmaker was 
angered by this ingratitude and began to intrigue with Louis XI to gain 
support for a Lancastrian restoration. In 1470 he staged a well-planned 
revolution which replaced Henry VI on the throne, but the English had 
little confidence in Henry and no desire to be ruled by Warwick. A year 
later Edward returned from exile and defeated and killed the King- 
maker. To avoid further trouble Henry was quietly murdered, though 
according to the official report the saintly king died “of pure displeasure 
and melancholy.” 

For the next twelve years Edward’s rule was practically absolute. “He 
appeared to be dreaded by all his subjects, while he himself feared no 
man.” The Council was dominated by the king and lost much of the in- 
dependence it had possessed under the Lancastrians. Edward was thrifty 
and showed great ingenuity in developing non-parliamentary sources of 
revenue. He forced his wealthy subjects to give him “benevolences” 
— supposedly free gifts ; he had shares in private trading ventures ; he 
received a large pension from Louis XI as payment for neutrality in the 
Franco-Burgundian struggle. His financial independence made it easy 
for him to restore royal control over legislation. Most of the statutes of 
his reign were drafted by royal advisers and few petitions of the Com- 
mons became law. Yet he could not dispense with Parliament entirely, 
for it was sometimes necessary to ask for grants of taxes, and royal laws 
needed the stamp of parliamentary approval. Edward had no trouble 
on these occasions; the nobles were cowed and the middle class gave 
whole-hearted support to the king. As in France, they had learned that 
strong royal government was the only alternative to aristocratic anarchy, 
and they were ready to surrender some of their privileges in return for 
peace and order. 

Edward might have established his house firmly on the throne if, like 
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so many English kings, he had not made an unfortunate marriage. He 
fell in love with Elizabeth Woodville, widow of a minor Lancastrian 
baron, and married her in spite of the protests of his supporters. The 
Yorkists might have forgotten the queen’s antecedents if they had not 
been exasperated by the greed of her relatives, who were never weary 
of seeking titles and high offices from the king. Edward’s own brother, 
Richard of Gloucester, was an enemj' of the queen, and led a faction 
of the Yorkist party which opposed her influence. When Edward died 
in 1483 his thirteen-year-old son, Edward V, inherited his mother’s un- 
popularity with his father’s crown. After a few months, Richard of 
Gloucester found it easy to usurp his nephew’s throne. Edward V and 
his little brother were secretly murdered, while relatives and supporters 
of the queen were executed as rebels and traitors. These crimes outraged 
the country, and Richard III, in spite of his attempts to give England 
good government, never secured widespread support. Respect for the 
rights of the legitimate heir had been the strong point of the Yorkist 
position, and Richard, by violating this principle, had ruined the hold 
of his family on the country. 

As a result, many barons began to show interest in the fantastic claims 
of Henry Tudor, earl of Richmond, to the throne. Henry was descended 
in the female line from an illegitimate son of John of Gaunt and thus 
had a shadowy connection with the Lancastrian family, but there were 
many people in England who were more closely related to the royal 
house. However, he was the onlj' man who had both the courage and the 
ability to oppose Richard, and when he landed in Wales in 1485 some 
of the discontented barons gave him their support. Richard could raise 
only a feeble and untrustworthy force to oppose the rebels, and when 
the armies met at Bosworth Field he was defeated and killed. The victor 
was proclaimed king as Henry VII and the country accepted the sudden 
change without protest. Not more than ten thousand men had fought 
in the decisive battle, but those few thousands had determined the 
destiny of England. With the advent of Henry VII and the Tudor dy- 
nasty, England left behind the confusion and violence of the later middle 
ages and began a period of prosperity and expansion which was to make 
her one of the great European pourers. 

The fifteenth century often seems a peculiarly futile period in English 
history. The war with France wms a disaster and the attempts of the 
aristocracy to govern the country ended in the turmoil of the Wars of 
the Roses. Yet even the failures were to influence Engli.sh character and 
policy in the next hundred years. In England, as in France, the Hundred 
Years’ War intensified national feeling and prepared the way for the 
great burst of patriotism which was to distinguish the Tudor period. In 
England, as in France, selfishness and violence had discredited the aris- 
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tocracy and had made the country eager for strong royal government. 
Moreover, there were solid accomplishments in the fifteenth century as 
well as failures. The long struggle of the English barons for power had 
not been completely futile. Unlike the French nobles, they had succeeded 
in making a permanent change in the institutions of their country. By 
insisting for two centuries that all important acts be done in Parliament, 
the barons had made Parliament an essential part of the machinery of 
government. It was not the motor — the driving force behind political 
decisions always came from the king or the great lords — but it was the 
transmission belt which conveyed political decisions to the country. No 
law was valid until it had been approved by Parliament, and while it 
was usually easy enough to secure this approval, it would have been 
dangerous to try to dispense with it. The country had become accus- 
tomed to the formality, and would have suspected the genuineness of 
laws which were not stamped “Made in Parliament.” The Tudor rulers, 
with all their power, never attempted to legislate without Parliament 
and were even willing to listen to some of the suggestions of the Com- 
mons. Thus the traditions established in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries carried English representative institutions safely through the 
sixteenth century reaction toward absolutism. Parliament was weak- 
ened, but it never ceased to meet, and in the seventeenth century it used 
the old medieval precedents to impose new limitations on royal authority. 
Besides modifying her government, England improved her economic 
position during the later middle ages. Relatively few Englishmen took 
part in the political struggles of the fifteenth century, and the country 
suffered less from violence and war than did the states of the continent. 
Weak and inefficient as the governments of the period were, they all en- 
couraged the growth of manufacturing and shipping. By 1 500 the coun- 
try had an important cloth industry and a flourishing merchant marine. 
Thus England was prepared to take part in the great expansion of 
commerce which was to open the sixteenth century. 

4. The Empire, the Habsburgs, and the East 

France and England, the two most successful monarchies of the 
middle ages, had barely preserved their unity during the troubled years 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. It is not surprising that the 
loosely knit German kingdom disintegrated completely during the later 
middle ages. It is impossible to find any one theme around which the 
story of Germany may be centered in this period. Instead, several threads 
must be followed. There is, first of all, the growth of the power of the 
princely houses, which keeps pace with the decline of the central power. 
The house of Habsburg is the greatest of these, and the story of this 
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family takes us beyond the limits of Germany, into the Netherlands 
and Spain. Next, there is the development of the Swiss Confederation, 
the first democratic state of modern times. Tn the third place, we must 
trace the history of the municipal leagues, which played a great role in 
the political and economic life of western and northern Germany. Fi- 
nally, w'e must glance briefly at the history of those lands to the east 
which have so often influenced the fate of central Europe. 

The medieval empire might well have been permitted to die with the 
Hohenstaufen ; its great days were over, not only in international affairs, 
but even in Germany. The force of tradition was strong, however, and 
the confusion and “fist law” of Great Interregnum (1256-1273) 
convinced many Germans that an emperor was necessary to keep cen- 
tral Europe from drifting into complete chaos. The pope supported the 
movement, since disorder in Germany hindered the organization of a 
crusade, and in 1273 the princes chose Rudolph, count of Habsburg, to 
head the Empire. The rule of this first Habsburg emperor ‘ shows clearly 
the tendencies which were to be apparent in the future development of 
his family and his office. Rudolph was no genius, but the success which 
marked his policy shows how correctly he analyzed the situation which 
confronted him. As far as the Empire was concerned, he completely 
abandoned the Hohenstaufen tradition. He surrendered all claims to 
dominion in central and southern Italy in return for papal support, and 
even in the North he contented himself with purely verbal recognitions 
of his theoretical suzerainty. Within Germany he showed the same 
respect for established power. He proclaimed an imperial peace, pro- 
hibiting all private war, but the imperial knights were the only class of 
trouble-makers whom he dared attack directly. Many of these petty 
tyrants had imposed unauthorized tolls upon commerce or had endeav- 
ored to supplement their incomes by robberies, and Rudolph’s attempts 
to punish them were generally popular. He had to be much more cautious 
in dealing with the feuds of the princes. He sometimes succeeded in 
patching up a peace by diplomatic means, but if negotiation failed he 
had no other way of ending a quarrel. The result of all his efforts was 
almost negligible; the depredations of the knights were checked, but 
the princes continued to wage devastating wars. 

As emperor, Rudolph was a mere figure-head ; as founder of a great 
royal house he was much more successful. The Habsburgs at his acces- 
sion controlled lands extending from modern Switzerland into Alsace, a 
substantial, though not a princely heritage. Rudolph used his position as 
emperor to acquire other territories for his family; in this, as in his 

^For convenience and brevity the rulers of Germany during the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries are referred to as “emperors,” though few of them were 
actually crowned by the pope. 
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imperial policy, he set an example followed by most of his successors. He 
succeeded by playing on the jealousy felt by the princes toward Ottokar, 
king of Bohemia. During the Interregnum, Ottokar, like every one else, 
had seized as much land as possible and had completely upset the balance 
of power among the princely houses by acquiring the inheritance of the 
last Babenberg duke of Austria. Ottokar’s lands now stretched from the 
Polish frontier to the Adriatic ; none of his rivals controlled such wide 
territories. His legal position was weak, however, since Austria was a 
fief of the Empire and should have returned to the crown when the old 
dynasty died out. In 1274, at the Diet of Niirnberg, Rudolph was in- 
structed to occupy the escheated lands. Ottokar resisted bravely, but two 
years later he fell at the battle of Marchfeld, near Vienna, and all 
Austrian territory except Carinthia was turned over to Rudolph. Thus 
the Habsburgs acquired their first important province and gained the 
strategic position from which they were eventually to dominate central 
Europe. 

The princes were alarmed by Rudolph’s success and, upon his death in 
1291, endeavored to check the Habsburgs by electing Adolf of Nassau 
as emperor. Adolf possessed all his predecessor’s greed and none of his 
tact, so that Albert of Austria had little difficulty in overthrowing him 
in 1298. This second Habsburg was a stronger ruler than either of his 
predecessors and gave the princes a bad fright before his career was 
ended by an assassin’s dagger. He made the most of his right to take 
over fiefs of lords who died without heirs and thus acquired lands all 
over the Empire. He supported the Rhine cities against neighboring 
lords and defeated the most powerful princes of western Germany when 
they protested against this policy. The nobles were greatly relieved when 
Albert was murdered in 1308, and they did their best to guard against 
any repetition of his energetic rule. Subsequent emperors were restrained 
by preelection promises and were closely watched lest they overstep the 
feeble authority left them. The Habsburgs were systematically excluded 
from the imperial office, and for over a century other families occupied 
the throne. 

Between 1273 and 1308 the Habsburgs had risen from obscurity to 
the position of the most feared house in Germany ; during the succeeding 
century and a quarter the house of Luxembourg was to gain even 
greater power. The first Luxembourg emperor, Henry VII, was a curious 
mixture of the new and the old. By adroit political maneuvers, he secured 
the throne of Bohemia for his son John, and thus raised a second-rate 
princely family to a position ol great power and prestige. At the same 
time he was fascinated by the old traditions of the Empire. Led on by 
his romantic imagination and the pleadings of Italian imperialists like 
Dante, he allowed himself to be drawn across the Alps into the land 
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which had brought ruin to the great Henrys and Fredericks. He was 
crowned in Rome by representatives of the pope (who refused to budge 
from the peace and security of Avignon). Then came the usual anti- 
imperial movements and, harassed at every turn. Henry fell ill and died. 
His love of adventure passed to his son. John of Bohemia, whose chival- 
rous exploits have been sung and written ever since his own daj' — how 
for years he maintained a precarious hold on northern Italy with no 
pow'er but his fascinating personality, how he fought and plotted all 
over Europe and how', old and blind, the last of the great knights errant, 
he appeared at Crecy to fall fighting on the French side. 

Between the death of Henry VII in 1313 and the accession of his 
grandson Charles IV, in 1346, confusion reigned in Germany. The 
princes had learned that a familj' might greatly increase its power 
through possession of the imperial office and competition for the suc- 
cession was keen. Lewis of Bavaria and Frederick of Austria were the 
leading candidates, but in spite of bribery and intrigue, neither prince 
was able to secure the unanimous support of the electors. The votes were 
counted on the battlefield, but Lewis had no sooner defeated his rival 
than he was confronted by a new foe. The popes at Avignon were an- 
noyed because they had had little influence on recent elections, and in 
1323 John XXII announced that no imperial election was valid until 
the successful candidate received papal recognition. This contention 
precipitated the last great struggle between pope and emperor, a quarrel 
over empty forms rather than real power. National feeling at first drew 
most of Germany to Lewis’ side, and in 1328 the Diet, composed of the 
greater and lesser princes, passed the decree Licet Juris, w’hich stated 
that the electors and Diet determined the choice of an emperor to the 
exclusion of papal claims. Lewis’ triumph was brief ; he was a clumsy 
politician and his ambitions far outran his powers. By 1346 he had alien- 
ated most of his supporters and in that year he was formally deposed by 
the electors. His reign had little importance for Germany, but his strug- 
gle with John XXII had stimulated anti-papal feeling all over Europe. 
As we have seen, some of the most radical works of the later middle 
ages were written by supporters of Lewis. 

With Lewis’ successor, the Luxembourger, Charles IV, we return to 
the tradition of Rudolph of Habsburg, which had been interrupted by the 
Italian dreams of Henry VII and the fruitless quarrel of the Bavarian 
with the pope. Charles’ patrimony was Bohemia and “to Bohemia he 
was a father, but a stepfather to Germany.’’ In character he resembled 
Louis XI of France — superstitious rather than devout, an intriguer 
rather than a warrior, clear-sighted, cold-blooded and perfectly un- 
scrupulous in seeking his ends. His ambition was to create a strong state 
centering about Bohemia, which might in time dominate Germany. He 
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annexed principalities lying to the north of the Bohemian mountain-wall 
and prepared the way for further acquisitions by the carefully arranged 
marriages of his children. Within Bohemia he encouraged trade and 
industry, reorganized and strengthened the government, and founded 
the first German university at Prague. In imperial affairs his great work 
was the Golden Bull of 13S6, an attempt to stabilize the political situa- 
tion in Germany by defining the powers of the greater princes. Since the 
Interregnum the number of men taking part in the election of the em- 
peror had steadily declined, but while there was general agreement that 
only a few of the most powerful princes had the right to vote, it was not 
entirely certain who those princes were. The problem was still further 
complicated by the fact that some electors had divided their territories 
among their children. Charles attempted to end all disputes by fixing 
the number of electors at seven and by forbidding them to divide their 
lands. The choice of electors represented a nice balancing of conflicting 
interests in Germany — three ecclesiastics (the archbishops of Mainz, 
Trier, and Cologne) against four laymen (the count Palatine of the 
Rhine, the duke of Saxony, the margrave of Brandenburg and the king 
of Bohemia) — four princes from the old Germany of the Rhine (the 
archbishops and the count Palatine) against three from the new Ger- 
many of the eastern frontier. The electors were given practically sover- 
eign authority within their principalities, and their towns and vassals 
were forbidden to seek assistance from outside powers. Bryce scornfully 
remarked that the Golden Bull “legalized anarchy and called it a consti- 
tution,” but this is hardly a fair description of a very sensible political 
move. Charles could not abolish the electoral system, but by defining 
the powers of the electors he decreased the excuses for contested elec- 
tions and civil wars. He could not unite Germany, but by making the 
electors strong he encouraged the development of compact, well-governed 
principalities within the Empire. Most important of all, from Charles’ 
point of view, the Golden Bull made the electors well disposed toward 
the house of Luxembourg and protected it against the jealousies which 
had cost the Habsburgs the throne. 

The Golden Bull was promulgated in 1356; in 1492 Maximilian I 
ascended the throne. Between these two dates there is scarcely an event 
worth chronicling in imperial affairs. Charles died in 1378, and his two 
sons, first Wenceslas, one of the most astounding drunkards in all his- 
tory, then Sigismund, ruled the Empire for all but ten years of the 
period to 1437. With the acquisition of Hungary through Sigismund’s 
marriage, the house of Luxembourg reached its greatest territorial ex- 
tent, only to become extinct with Sigismund’s death. 

By a curious reversal of fortune, the Luxembourg lands fell by in- 
heritance to Albert of Austria and made him so strong that the electors 
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were practically forced to choose him emperor. From his accession to 
the extinction of the Empire by Napoleon, the Habsburgs retained the 
throne, except for a short interval in the eighteenth century. Sigismund 
had added some prestige to the imperial title by his part in the Council 
of Constance, but the fifteenth century Habsburgs lost all that he had 
gained. Albert II was an able ruler, but he died in 1439, the year after his 
election, and his successor, Frederick III, was a remarkably worthless 
man. Year after year he refused to show himself outside his dominions, 
refused even to attend the meetings of the imperial Diet. His lands 
were invaded repeatedly by hostile armies ; he was insulted and brow- 
beaten by the nobles ; his financial resources dwindled to the point where 
he was forced to wander about aimlessly, an uninvited and unwelcome 
guest of monasteries and cities. Throughout, his confidence in the destiny 
of his house remained unimpaired. Stamped on his personal belongings, 
engraved on his seal ring, scrawled over countless bits of paper, was his 
cryptic device, made up of the five vowels and signifying Austriae est 
imperare orbi universe, or Alles Erdretch ist Oesterreich unterthan. In 
Germany princes and people murmured, but political disintegration 
had gone so far that the electors did not depose Frederick because they 
could not agree on any one to take his place. 

The condition of Germany in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries 
defies description. The political map shifted with bewildering rapidity ; 
territories changed hands again and again by marriage, war, or pur- 
chase ; family fortunes rose and then collapsed, as had those of the house 
of Luxembourg. The possessions of a single family might be scattered 
over hundreds of miles, with other states intervening, as in the case of 
Luxembourg and Bohemia, which lay on the western and eastern borders 
of the Empire. The full title of even a mediocre prince wmuld take up 
several lines of print. No map of ordinary size could represent the in- 
numerable political divisions ; no historical work could describe all the 
wars, alliances, and conquests. Cities, whose very existence depended 
upon some security and order, formed leagues for mutual protection, 
but particularism was so strong that even the cities could not remain 
permanently united. As the city leagues fell to pieces, the princes tried 
to create alliances to enforce peace, but they had little more success. In 
some states secret tribunals, the Fehmic or Vehmic courts, meted out 
summary justice and developed an organization very similar to the Ku 
Klux Klan of Reconstruction days in the United States. The fact that 
the Emperor Sigismund felt it wise to encourage this society and even 
to become a member shows how little reliance could be placed on the 
regular courts. The peasants found that the quarrels and wars among 
their masters made their burden heavier, and Germany, like France and 
England, had its peasant rebellions in the later middle ages. These blind 
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and hopeless uprisings were easily crushed, and the rural population did 
not even have the satisfaction of seeing serfdom wither away from eco- 
nomic causes, as it did in England. The political disintegration of Ger- 
many went so far in this period that the powerful Habsburg emperors 
of the sixteenth century found it impossible to reunite the country. 
Strong local patriotisms had developed which bound each German to 
the tiny area of his “homeland,” and not until the nineteenth century 
could these provincial loyalties be even partially overcome. 

Yet through all the confusion and war, certain trends remained fairly 
constant. The balance of political power slowly shifted from the old 
Germany of the West to the new Germany of the East. The duchies 
along the Rhine had been shattered into fragments by grants to ecclesi- 
astical princes, by interdynastic wars, and division of territories among 
several heirs. The largest principalities in the region were those of the 
bishops and archbishops, and these states suffered from the same weak- 
nesses which were evident in the papal possessions in Italy. A bishop 
could not increase his holdings by marriage, he was not supposed to 
strengthen his position by conquest, and he had to rule through secular 
officials who were often disloyal and almost always dishonest. No lay 
ruler of the Rhine region had enough power to dominate his neighbors, 
and all the wars, treaties, and marriage alliances of the later middle ages 
failed to produce a strong state in western Germany. In the East, on the 
other hand, the principalities were larger and less cut up by ecclesiastical 
holdings, and the ruling houses were either abler or more fortunate. 
The fourteenth and fifteenth centuries saw the rise of four great families 
who were to dominate Germany in the early modern period, and all of 
these families derived their power from the possession of eastern terri- 
tory. The Wettins had long held a margravate on the upper Elbe; in 
1423 they were invested with the electoral duchy of Saxony, the nucleus 
of the future kingdom. The Wittelsbachs were given a fragment of the 
old Bavarian duchy at the end of the twelfth century, and to this they 
added neighboring lands bit by bit until they had a strong, compact state 
in a very strategic location. The Palatinate was held by another branch 
of the family, but their attempts to acquire other territories, such as 
Brandenburg and the Tyrol, were only temporarily successful. This was 
to be typical of Bavarian history; the duchy was again and again on 
the verge of becoming the most powerful state in Germany, but it never 
quite made the grade. It was always important, but never supreme. The 
history of the third great eastern family is in some ways the most typical 
of all. The Hohenzollerns had ruled a little territory in southwest Ger- 
many for generations, but they had had no great importance until they 
were granted the electorate of Brandenburg in 1417. Transplanted to 
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the East, the family flourished and eventually created the great Prussian 
kingdom. 

The Habsburgs. like the Hohenzollerns. owed their importance to a 
shift to the East. W'e have already seen how Rudolph of Habsburg greatly 
increased the famih' possessions by the acquisition of Austria. In the 
fourteenth century control of the main routes to Italy was secured when 
Carinthia and the Tyrol fell to the Habsburgs as a result of the com- 
plicated web of intrigue woven about that unfortunate and superlatively 
hideous heiress. Alargaret Maultasch. The extinction of the Luxem- 
bourg line in 1437 brought Bohemia and Hungary to .Albert of Austria, 
but this stroke of fortune seemed more than counterbalanced by .Mbert’s 
premature death in 1439. Leadership of the Habsburg house then passed 
to the incompetent Frederick III and both Bohemia and Hungary soon 
asserted their independence. Frederick's weakness made his mystical 
confidence in the future greatness of his family seem ridiculous, but his 
hopes were justified by the career of his son Maximilian >[aximilian 
has been called the second founder of the house of Habsburg and this 
title he richly deserves, for by an amazing combination of shrewdness 
and luck he raised his family to the foremost position in Europe. His 
political career began in 1477, when at the age of eighteen he foiled the 
astute Louis XI by marrying Marj’ of Burgundy. By this move he se- 
cured the Netherlands and, as a result of subsequent negotiations, Artois 
and the Free County of Burgundy. In 1491 he paved the way for a second 
great increase in territory by a treaty with Ladislas, king of Bohemia 
and Hungary, who agreed that his states were to pass to the Habsburgs, 
should he have no male heir. Two years later the death of Frederick III 
gave the imperial throne to Maximilian and in 1494 he made his final 
and most profitable alliance. His son Philip was married to Joanna, 
heiress of Spain, Sicily, Naples, and the scarcely known lands of the 
New World. Frederick’s boast no longer seemed an empty one ; by the 
end of the fifteenth century the Habsburgs were well on the road to 
world domination. 

In spite of reversals and misfortunes, the Habsburgs greatly increased 
their eastern holdings during the later middle ages ; their one permanent 
loss of territory occurred in the West. The oldest possesrions of the 
family lay in the forests and valleys of what is now Switzerland, but 
then was a patchwork of feudal holdings owing allegiance to at least a 
score of lords. Within the mountain fastnesses of the western Alps the 
harshness of nature had brought into existence a sturdy, self-reliant 
race, more shrewd and independent by far than the peasants of the low- 
lands. For the most part they were farmers and herdsmen, but along 
the trade-routes which led from Italy to the Rhine small towns de- 



488 The Middle Ages, 395-1500 

veloped, such as Zurich, Lucerne, Berne, and Basel. Many romantic leg- 
ends of the origin of the Swiss Confederation have been told, most of 
them centering about William Tell. There is little truth in any of these 
tales, but their loss is not to be regretted, for the actual story is as 
heroic as the melodramatic inventions of misguided patriots. 

Swiss history begins in the thirteenth century with the resistance of- 
fered to the Habsburgs by the three Forest Cantons — Uri, Schweiz, and 
Unterwalden — which cluster around the Lake of Lucerne. The cantons 
claimed that Frederick II had recognized them as imperial rather than 
Habsburg fiefs. This was a virtual declaration of independence, since no 
one had any real control over fiefs of the Empire. When Rudolph of 
Habsburg became emperor, they feared that he might use his new posi- 
tion to strengthen his family claims, so in 1291 they united in a “Per- 
petual Compact” to resist any encroachment. Rudolph had too many 
other troubles to attack the Swiss, but under his heirs a bitter guerilla 
war began, with forays, burnings, and outrages on both sides. The 
troubles came to a head in 1314, when the Swiss sacked the abbey of 
Einsiedeln, which was under Habsburg protection. The nobles of the 
Rhine region were alarmed by this violent manifestation of the strength 
and boldness of the peasant communities and feared that their own sub- 
jects might follow the example of the Forest Cantons. They joined forces 
with the Habsburgs, and in 1315 a large feudal army attacked the pre- 
sumptuous peasants. The Swiss concealed themselves above the pass at 
Morgarten and, as the Habsburg army advanced, threw the array into 
confusion by rolling down large boulders and tree trunks. Then the 
peasants charged into the mass of men and horses and wielded their 
battle-axes to such good effect that the Austrians lost more men than 
the total number in the Swiss forces. The Habsburgs, after this rout, 
abandoned the struggle and concluded a truce which practically recog- 
nized the independence of the cantons. 

The victory at Morgarten made other mountain communities which 
were striving for independence anxious to ally themselves with the 
Forest Cantons. During the next half-century Lucerne, Zurich, Zug, 
Glarus and Berne joined the confederation, each retaining its own gov- 
ernment and peculiar institutions but surrendering some of its inde- 
pendence in foreign affairs. Self-confidence grew with size, and one 
feudal lord after another found his rights infringed without compensa- 
tion. Then the cantons began to extend their alliances to include many 
Rhine cities and the princes of the region became really alarmed. Twice 
— in 1386 at Sempach, and in 1388 at Nafels — the Habsburgs and their 
allies tried to crush the Swiss, and twice they failed. As at Crecy and 
Poitiers, feudal cavalry found that it could not ride down well-disci- 
plined infantry occupying a strong defensive position. In the year after 
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Nafels the Habsburgs agreed to a truce which proved a definite sur- 
render, for the struggle was never renewed. 

For the sake of brevity the allied cantons have been called the Swiss. 
This name came into use in the fourteenth centur}', but not imtil the 
nineteenth century was the name "Switzerland" officially adopted: in 
the later middle ages the confederation called itself the "League of 
Upper Germany.” There was no Swiss state or Swiss government, but 
only a group of self-governing cantons, held together by military^ al- 
liances. -A few common rules were imposed on all members of the con- 
federation, but they were essentially negative and did nothing to create 
central institutions. In 1370 the jurisdiction of church courts was re- 
stricted and appeals to tribunals outside the confederation were prac- 
tically eliminated. Later, war between members of the League was 
prohibited and an effort was made to define the military obligations of 
each canton. However, there was no federal government to enforce these 
regulations, and there were bitter arguments among the cantons over 
foreign policy and contributions of men and money in time of war. The 
small, rural cantons were suspicious of their urban allies and only the 
fear of foreign foes held the confederates together. 

Yet, with all their political weaknesses, the Swiss greatly influenced 
the historv’ of Europe in the later medieval and early modern periods. 
They furnished an almost unique example of republican governments 
which were able not only to preserve their independence but even to 
increase their territory. They also contributed largely to the revolution 
in military technique which resulted from success of infantry armies 
in the fifteenth century. The Swiss had at first fought purely defensive 
battles, but they soon learned that a compact mass of well-disciplined 
infantry could successfully attack loosely organized feudal armies. 
Armed with their twenty-foot pikes, Swiss forces could hold off any 
cavalry charge and could push ordinar>' infantry out of the way. Their 
reputation was greatly increased by their victories over Charles the 
Rash of Burgundy. The rulers of Italy, France, and Germany soon 
began to bid for the services of Swiss contingents. A few patriots op- 
posed the idea of turning the armies of the cantons into mercenary 
forces, but the Swiss were poor and could not resist the temptation 
of high wages. They fought in almost every battle of the great Italian 
wars which began at the end of the fifteenth century, and the Swiss 
Guard which still serves the pope is a reminder of the days when the 
Sw'iss were the backbone of the armies of Europe. 

The “League of Upper Germany” was the most successful of the 
federations which were formed in the Empire during the later middle 
ages, but it was far from being unique. The Rhine towms combined again 
and again to end the depredations caused by warrior and robber barons, 
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but they failed to form a permanent confederation. They were even 
more suspicious of each other than the Swiss cantons and lacked the 
military strength which was the chief reason for Swiss success. The 
best Swiss soldiers came from the rural cantons and self-governing peas- 
ant communities were rare outside of the mountains. Switzerland could" 
not be invaded or blockaded, while most German towns could easily be 
besieged by the feudal lords in their neighborhood. 

Along the North Sea and the Baltic, however, a league of German 
towns was formed which for a time was more powerful than many 
kingdoms. As early as the twelfth century, German merchants trading 
in the North — in England, Flanders, Sweden and Russia — had banded 
together for mutual protection. Association abroad naturally led to 
alliance at home and by the middle of the thirteenth century the towns 
of northern Germany often worked together to defend their interests or 
to secure economic privileges. Temporary alliances became permanent 
and by the middle of the fourteenth century a federation of North Ger- 
man towns, called the Hanseatic League, was well established. German 
trade in the Baltic had greatly expanded, following the work of the 
missionaries and the conquests of the Teutonic Knights, and the League 
included the string of trading-posts and towns which extended from 
Liibeck at the base of the Danish peninsula, through Stettin, Danzig, 
Konigsberg, hlemel and Revel to Novgorod in Russia. In addition the 
Hanseatic merchants had a large settlement at Wisby, on the island of 
Gothland off the Swedish coast and important “factories” in London and 
Bruges. The great objective of the League was a monopoly of trade in 
northern products — fish, fur, wax, ship-stores and salt — and for most 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries it succeeded in suppressing 
all competition. German merchants traded freely in England, Flanders, 
and the Scandinavian kingdoms, but natives of these countries were 
rigorously barred from the Baltic trade. The success of the League’s 
economic policy is surprising in view of its political weakness. The 
federation’s only organ of government was an assembly of delegates 
from each town which met infrequently and was usually poorly attended. 
It is impossible to say how many cities felt themselves bound by the 
obligations of membership ; estimates of the number of allied towns at 
the height of Hanseatic power vary between seventy and eighty. There 
was friction between members and groups of members; Cologne and 
the cities of the lower Rhine were often opposed to Liibeck and the 
Baltic towns. A member which refused to cooperate could be punished 
by being excluded from the privileges and protection of the League, but 
it was difficult to secure unanimous support for such a step. Only in 
times of great peril could unity of action be secured, as in the struggle 
with Denmark between 1361 and 1370, when the League was threatened 
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with the loss of its Baltic monopoly. This conflict marked the height of 
the League's power ; it not only defeated the king of Denmark after two 
costly naval wars, but also gained such privileges in the Scandinavian 
countries that it W'as practically independent of the local governments. 

Such successes, however, were due as much to the weakness of op- 
ponents as to the League’s own strength. The volume of Baltic trade was 
as large, or even larger, than that of the Mediterranean, but pound for 
pound it was far less valuable. Fur and fish could not create fortunes to 
equal those based on silk and spice, and while the towns of northern 
Germany were wealthy, they did not possess the concentrated economic 
power which enabled the Italian cities to hire armies and bribe kings. As 
soon as the states of northern Europe emerged from the anarchy of the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, they began to attack the privileges 
and monopolies of the Hanseatic League. English merchants received 
protection against German competitors; the Grand Duke of Moscow 
seized Novgorod ; interlopers from everj' country forced their way into 
the Baltic in spite of the opposition of the League. An accident of nature 
added to the woes of the Hanseatic merchants; the herring suddenly 
abandoned their old spawning beds in the Baltic and migrated to the 
North Sea. This enabled the Dutch to take over the trade in salt fish, 
which had been one of the most lucrative occupations of the League. At 
the same time the cities of southern Germany found ways of trading 
directly with England and Flanders without using the Hanseatic mer- 
chants as intermediaries, and so another important source of profits was 
lost. The southern towns became the leaders in German economic ac- 
tivity ; they had learned much about banking from the Italians and they 
adapted themselves to the new, individualistic, capitalistic economy 
better than the Hanseatic cities. .'\t the end of the fifteenth century the 
Fiiggers of Augsburg and the Welsers of Nurnberg were engaged in 
financial operations of astonishing proportions. They carried on com- 
merce all over Europe, operated mines, and even helped finance explora- 
tion and settlement in the New World. They were bankers of the Habs- 
burgs and in turn received the support of that powerful family. The 
Hanseatic towns had little part in this new economic activity, and their 
old principles of cooperation and monopoly were no longer successful. 
As a result, the League slowly decayed during the fifteenth and six- 
teenth centuries, and its members either fell under the domination of 
German princes or became completely independent city-states. 

The lack of political unity in Germany explains why the Habsburgs 
were so delighted to acquire Spain and why the heads of the family made 
it their chief place of residence in the sixteenth century. Spain was far 
from being a unified national state, but compared to Germany, it was a 
model of centralization. The rulers of the different Spanish kingdoms 
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had had an extraordinarily difficult task in building up and holding to- 
gether their realms. First they had had to drive out the Moors, and then 
they had had to deal with conquered peoples who clung stubbornly to 
their old customs and privileges. Each kingdom was made up of prov- 
inces which had been acquired at different times and under different 
circumstances, and each province had its own laws and institutions. 
The nobles felt themselves as good as the king, the towns had extraordi- 
nary privileges, and even the peasants in some districts were free to 
choose and abandon their lords. The peninsula was full of Moors and 
Jews, some converted and some not, but all of them difficult to fit into 
the framework of medieval Christian society. Spaniards had a bad repu- 
tation in medieval Europe ; they were thought a restless, unpredictable 
people, full of radical ideas about government, education, and religion. 
In spite of all these handicaps, the kings of the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries had increased royal authority and had imposed some unifying 
institutions on their realms. The petty kingdoms of the early middle 
ages had gradually been consolidated into four states with more or less 
permanent boundaries — the little kingdom of Navarre, hanging like a 
pair of saddle-bags over the Pyrenees; Portugal, which occupied its 
present position on the map; Aragon, which held the Mediterranean 
coast with its hinterland, and Castile, which included all the central and 
northwestern lands and occupied more than half of the peninsula. The 
Moors still held Granada in the extreme South, but this petty kingdom 
was so weak that it seemed only a matter of years before it would fall. 
Then came the collapse of the fourteenth century and Spain suffered all 
the misfortunes which afflicted France and England. Feudal rebellions, 
disputed successions, and minorities kept Castile involved in almost 
endless civil war, while the kings of Aragon spent their strength in 
foreign adventure, meddling in the affairs of France and Italy and even 
sniffing hopefully for scraps of territory in the wreckage of the Eastern 
Empire. Monarchy survived in Spain only because it had struck deep 
roots in the earlier period, and because the heads of the various factions 
needed kings to legalize their actions. The Church fared somewhat 
better ; the people became more orthodox and at the same time more 
intolerant of Moors and Jews. 

For two centuries these conditions went unchanged, until the two 
largest kingdoms were united by the marriage of Isabella, who became 
ruler of Castile in 1474, to Ferdinand, who succeeded to the throne of 
Aragon in 1479. Both monarchs were fired with the ideal of absolutism, 
which Louis XI was realizing across the Pyrenees, and both used meth- 
ods which resembled those of the French ruler. They knew how to profit 
from the general desire for orderly, peaceful government, a desire which 
was so strong that it led men to condone all the misdeeds of successful 
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rulers. In an age of unscrupulous despots, Ferdinand was preeminent 
for the fervor with which he made promises and the ease with which he 
broke them. Slowly, but inexorably, all classes were subjected to the 
crown, and feudal, provincial, and municipal privileges were curtailed. 
The nobles, who were most likely to offer resistance, were placated by 
leaving them exempt from taxation. The distinction between Castile 
and Aragon could not be effaced, and some of the more powerful prov- 
inces retained a certain degree of autonom\’. but Spain took a long step 
toward unification during the reign of the Catholic Kings. 

Unfortunately, Ferdinand and Isabella did not alwat's wield their 
power wisely, and some of their policies eventually proved disastrous to 
Spain. Like many other rulers, they were attracted by the ease with 
which sales-taxes may be collected, and based their financial system on 
a ruinous ta.x on purchases. The rate w’as high, and no rebates were 
granted on finished products which had already been taxed as raw mate- 
rials. Thus commerce and industry were discouraged in Spain at a time 
when they were rapidly expanding in northern countries. In their at- 
tempts to unify the coiintiy', Ferdinand and Isabella persuaded the pope 
to revive the Inquisition and to subject it to their control. They used it 
to stifle all unorthodox opinion and to harass, and eventually to expel, 
the Moors and the Jews, whether converted or not. A high degree of 
uniformity was thus obtained, but it was hardly worth the price. The 
Moors and Jews were the best artisans and businessmen in the kingdom 
and their expulsion accentuated the economic weakness of Spain. Finally, 
the Catholic Kings inaugurated an ambitious foreign policy far beyond 
the resources of their states. 

The conquest of Granada in 1492 was a logical and not too expensive 
move, and support of the great explorations which began in the same 
year proved a wise investment. Isabella had hoped only for a few un- 
known islands and a share of the East Indian trade; instead she re- 
ceived vast kingdoms which could be conquered and held by a few thou- 
sand soldiers and officials. But the conquest of Naples and ensuing wars 
with France brought only deficits and heavy taxes. The need for allies 
against France was one reason for the marriage of the heiress of Spain to 
Philip of Habsburg, and this alliance involved Spain in the wars which 
resulted from Habsburg ambition. 

While the Habsburgs, from Rudolph to Maximilian, were laying the 
foundation for their power on the ruins of the Holy Roman Empire, and 
dreaming of the time when their might should dominate the world, there 
was growing up in the East a rival empire with which the fortunes of 
the Habsburgs were to be inextricably entwined down to our present 
day. The Ottoman Turks emerged from the great reservoir of nomadic 
peoples in central Asia early in the thirteenth century. .\t first they 
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served as loyal allies of the Seljuk sultan of Konia, but when their 
master’s empire fell to pieces in 1307, the Ottomans asserted their inde- 
pendence under Othman or Osman, from whom they take their name. 
Under Othman and his son, Orkhan, extensive conquests were made in 
northern Asia Minor at the expense of the Eastern Empire, so that by 
1340 they controlled the southern shore of the Sea of Marmora and a 
short stretch on the Black Sea. The ease with which these conquests 
were made is attributable in part to the strong military organization of 
the Turks and especially to the excellent discipline of the Janissaries. 
The corps of Janissaries was the creation of Orkhan, who levied a tribute 
of young boys from the subject Christians, gave them an excellent edu- 
cation and military training, and then selected some for the army and 
for the civil service. By this Spartan method he secured a group of men 
trained from earliest youth to the one idea of service to the state. A more 
important reason for Turkish success was the weakness of the Eastern 
Empire, which had never recovered from the setback given it by the 
Franks in the Fourth Crusade. After the recovery of Constantinople by 
the Greeks in 1261, the Empire did, to be sure, embrace Thrace, most of 
Macedonia, and western Asia Minor, but even in these provinces its 
authority was slight. The population of Constantinople was more fickle 
and debased than that of Rome ; the imperial armies were turbulent and 
disloyal ; the imperial office was the prize of intrigue, and most of its oc- 
cupants were powerless and incompetent. In struggles for the throne, 
rival claimants even sought the support of the Turks, who first entered 
the European provinces as allies of an imperial pretender. The empire 
was still further distracted by inroads from the West, where the Serbians, 
under Stephen Dushan, and the Bulgarians were carving out large states 
for themselves. 

Encouraged by this chaotic situation, the Turks crossed the Straits 
in 13S4 and captured Gallipoli. From this base they expanded west and 
north. Thrace, Bulgaria, and most of Serbia were conquered ; a crusad- 
ing army, composed largely of Frenchmen, was crushed at Nicopolis in 
1399, and the Eastern emperor was forced to pay tribute. Constantinople 
itself was saved only because of the defeat of the Turks in 1402 at 
Angora by Tamerlaine, who was trying to revive the Mongol Empire. 
While Tamerlaine lived, the Ottoman advance was checked, but he died 
shortly after his great victory and the Turkish conquests began anew. 
Finally, in 1453, Constantinople was taken after a siege of over a year, 
and the Byzantine Empire was wiped out of existence. The fall of Con- 
stantinople sent a thrill of horror through western Europe and demon- 
strated the reality of the Turkish peril. Except as a symbol, however, 
the event does not merit the attention it has received. The Fourth Cru- 
sade had so weakened the Eastern Empire that, during the last two cen- 
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turies of its existence, it had been unable to perform its old function of 
guarding Europe against Eastern invaders. The Byzantines had been 
unable to keep the Turks from advancing to the Danube, or even to 
assist the Balkan peoples in resisting them. As for the old story that the 
fall of Constantinople sent a flock of refugee scholars to Italy, where 
they started a revival of classical studies, the facts will not support the 
conclusion. Italian interest in the classics began long before the fall of 
the Eastern Empire; Greek scholars were teaching in Italy in the late 
fourteenth century, and all the important works of the Greek classical 
period were known in the West before 1453. The loss of Constantinople 
did show the peoples of the Danube basin their danger, and in 1456 a 
large crusading army under the Hungarian Janos Hunyadi met and de- 
feated the Turks in Belgrade. This reversal set a limit, for a time, to the 
Moslem advance. For the rest of the fifteenth century the activities of 
the Turks were confined to conquering the fragments of territory in the 
Balkans, the xEgean, and in .Asia Minor which had escaped their atten- 
tion during their first advance. 

The coming of the Turks marks the beginning of the “Xear Eastern 
Question.’’ which has ever since troubled the dreams of statesmen. In 
this same period another of our modern problems, the relation between 
the Germans and the Slavs, appeared in acute form. Ever since the days 
of Charlemagne the Germans had been pushing back the Slavs, some- 
times by force, sometimes by peaceful settlement. The territories which 
were first conquered were completely Germanized and no mixed popu- 
lations were left to create trouble in later days. But in Poland, Bohemia, 
and along the Baltic coast the Germans w^ere never able to absorb or 
exterminate the Slavs. German settlements remained isolated in the 
midst of Slavic populations, and German rulers never gained the com- 
plete loyalty of their Slavic subjects. Even in Bohemia, where Germans 
were numerous and where the ruling house of Luxembourg had done 
much for the welfare of the kingdom, resentment against German domi- 
nation grew during the fourteenth century. The Bohemians supported 
Huss as much for nationalistic as for religious reasons. When the Luxem- 
bourg line became extinct they soon rejected the Habsburg succession 
and remained independent under their own kings for the rest of the 
fifteenth century. 

Farther north, the situation was even worse. The Teutonic Knights 
had conquered the Baltic coast as far as the Gulf of I inland and were 
cruelly exploiting the native populations. The Poles and the still-heathen 
Lithuanians resisted the Knights as best they could, but during most of 
the fourteenth century the Order held its own, AA arriors like Chaucer's 
Knight came from all parts of Europe to fight in Prussia and Lithuania. 
As the century wore on. ho'wever, the Order began to decay, and the 
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Poles made more strenuous efforts to break through the thin line of 
German settlement and reach the Baltic. In 1386 the Polish crown 
should have passed to the house of Luxembourg by the normal rules of 
succession, but the Poles rejected the rule of a German prince. They 
chose instead union with Lithuania under King Jagello, who, in return 
for the Polish throne, forced his Lithuanian subjects to accept Christi- 
anity. The Teutonic Knights could not cope with this combination, and 
in 1466 they lost most of Prussia, retaining East Prussia as a fief of 
Poland. Later, when a Hohenzollern commander of the Order embraced 
Protestantism, East Prussia was made an hereditary possession of his 
family and was eventually united with Brandenburg. The northern 
Baltic provinces of the Knights were to be bitterly disputed by Poland, 
Sweden, and Russia during the seventeenth century. This last state, later 
to be the greatest of the Slav powers, plays no part in the history of the 
later middle ages. From the thirteenth until the middle of the fifteenth 
century the Mongols dominated the country, and after the collapse of 
the Mongol Empire the princes of Moscow were busy for a century sub- 
duing other Russian lords. 



CHAPTER XIV 

THE SEARCH FOR A SOLUTION 


M edieval ideals and institutions decayed so slowly that 
most Europeans failed to see that a change was taking 
place. Generation after generation clung stubbornly to 
the old formulae and were hurt and bewildered when such 
devices as parliaments and crusades failed to produce the expected re- 
sults. But as time went on, an increasingly large number of men became 
aware of the collapse of medieval civilization. In some minds this knowl- 
edge produced profound pessimism and moral and emotional instability. 
Since all the old landmarks were obscured, consistent behavior and ra- 
tional judgment were impossible, and they fluctuated wildly between ex- 
tremes of pity and cruelty, loyalty and rebellion, devotion and impiety. 
Others accepted the situation and tried to draw personal profit from the 
general confusion. Yet, underneath all the surface lawlessness, was a 
strong desire for political stability and moral certainty, and all over 
Europe men were striving, consciously or unconsciously, for a solution 
to the problems of their age. Their efforts produced the new European 
civilization of the sixteenth century, a civilization which was no longer 
m^ieval, though it owed much to the middle ages. 

"^The first signs of this new civilization may be seen in Laly in the 
fourteenth century and in the North in the fifteenth century.^ Italy the 
tendency was to break with the immediate past and seek guidance in 
the record of Greek and Roman experience^In the North there was 
more continuity, and an effort was made to find new emotional support 
for old institutions such as monarchy and the Christian religion. These 
two approaches to the common problems of the later middle ages re- 
mained quite distinct throughout the fifteenth century, though recipro- 
cal borrowings toward the end of that period foreshadowed the amalga- 
mation of the northern and southern cultures in the next century. For 
this reason it will be necessary to consider the Italian and the northern 
solution in separate sections. 


1. The Italian City-States 

^Italy had never whole-heartedlv accented certain aspects of medieval 
dvilization, because Italy had never los t some of its Roman traditions. 
Italian to wns had never become as unimportant as those of the North 

■ — ~ ioT ^ 
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and institutions based on a primarily rural economy never thrived in 
Italy. This was especially true of feudalism, which always remained 
something of a foreign importation in Italy and never developed as fully 
there as it did in France or Germany. It was also true of the Empire, 
for, while the Italians were thrilled by the name of Rome, they were 
repelled by the German rulers who covered themselves with that name. 
The authority of the nobles was weakened and the power of the emperor 
^was destroyed during the struggle between the popes and the emperors. 
3y 1300 the Italian town s north of Rome were independent, se lf- govern- 
ing communities .) 

Because they^were independent, each Italian town had its own his- 
tory, and few generalizations will apply to every community. It is possi- 
ble to say that t he strains caused bv new methods of economic orafan iza- 
tion were espe cially ac ute in Italy, a nd that the problems creatid by flie 
rise ot capitalism and the depression of the small artisan dominated the 
political life of most towns. It is also safe to say that the incessant con- 
flict between rich and poor, expressed in revolutions, persecutions, and 
new constitutions, so wearied the ordinary town-dwellers that in the end 
most of them were ready to accept the arbitrary rule of a despot in return 
for the boon of internal peace. But the forms which class-warfare took 
were innumerable and the results also showed endless variation. Some 
towns received their tyrants early, others late, and a few never found 
tyranny necessary to preserve order. Some tyrants were mere brigands ; 
others, while just as unscrupulous, tried to save their reputations by 
acting as patrons of art and literature ; a few were really interested in 
the welfare of their subjects. It is impossible to tell the story of all the 
Italian towns in a brief section, but an account of three of the most im- 
portant centers — Venice, Florence, and Milan — will illustrate the com- 
mon problems and the divergent solutions of the Italian municipalities, 
(frhe long connection of Venice with the Eastern Empire had given 
her a favored position in Mediterranean commerce, and by the end of 
the thirteenth century the Venetians formed one of the most prosperous 
communities in Europe.^uring the next century Venetian galleys and 
traders pushed beyond their old Mediterranean routes into new waters. 
The coast of the Black Sea was dotted with their trading-posts, or 
“factories,” and at regular intervals a great fleet was sent through the 
Straits of Gibraltar up the French coast to England and Flanders. To 
the Venetian factories were brought the Eastern wares which had once 
seemed luxuries, but were now almost necessities. Brocades, jewels, 
and silks were no longer worn only by prelates, and lords and their ladies 
on great occasions ; masters, in their gild hall ceremonies, and many a 
burgher’s wife and daughter now wore rich stuffs and jewels. The de- 
mand for spices, sugar, perfumes and rare woods increased steadily, and 
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most of this trade fell to Venice, due largely to the paternalistic activi- 
ties of her government, (^rom earliest times commercial leaders had 
dominated political affair^In this island city there was no turbulent 
nobility to be subdued, Guelfs and Ghibellines were unknown, and even 
the Church was viewed with a cold realism which seems foreign to the 
middle ages. In 1297 the commercial aristocracy ensured its continued 
predominance by preparing the “Golden Book.” Membership in the 
Great Council, the chief governing body of the city, was restricted to 
families whose names were inscribed in the book, and new men found 
it increasingly difficult to obtain recognition. A few years later the es- 
tablishment of a Council of Ten, elected annually by and from the Great 
Council, provided a small executive body with absolute powers. The 
doge, or duke, was reduced to the position of a picturesque figurehead, 
a master of ceremonies. The lower classes were cut off from all participa- 
tion in the government. But economic welfare meant more than democ- 
racy to the sailor or dock-worker; plots against the Ten were usually 
the work of impoverished and disgruntled aristocrats, who were easily 
subdued. 

6"he power of this comme rcial oligarchy was absolute — the actions of 
every citizen were closely regulated — but it was exerased with intell i- 
gence. The great aim of the government was to secure a monopoly of the 
Eastern tr ade on which the prosperity of Venice rested. Galleys w ere 
built, owned, and controlled by the state , which rented space in IBe~ 
ships to merchants. The route to be taken bv commercial fleets was 
determined by the Great Council, and expeditions were regularly con- 
voved bv warships. Eastern produ ce had to be unloaded and examined 
at Venice, where a duty was collected before it was s ent on to the West ? 
f oreign merchants, chiefly South Germans, were allowed to engage only 
in the land trade over the Alps and were lorced to pa y aear iy tor the 
privilege, i tiey tiad to live in their own quarter, the Fondaco dei Tedes- 
chi, submit to close regulation of every daily action, and pay very high 
export and import duties. Venetian foreign policy was merely a militant 
expression of her commercial policy. In order to secure her food supply 
and her Control of the Alpine trade-routes, Venice began to covet the 
territory of her neighbors on the mainland early in the fourteenth cen- 
tury. By taking advantage of civil and intermunicipal wars, she suc- 
ceeded in annexing most of the little towns in her hinterland and in 
gaining a dominant position in the northeast corner of Italy. Desire for 
a monopoly of the Eastern trade precipitated a war to the death with 
Genoa, which almost exhausted both cities. From this struggle Venice 
emerged victorious in 1380 at Chioggia. During the next half-century 
Venetian conquests proceeded apace. By the middle of the fifteenth 
century the Venetian Empire included a large block of territory on the 
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Italian mainland, most of the Dalmatian coast, part of Albania, Corfu, 
part of southern Greece, Crete and many jEgean islands, in addition to 
trading-posts in the East. Commerce had given Venice this high posi- 
tion, for Venetian power expanded as surplus capital derived from trade 
accumulated. The aristocrats who deliberated in the Great Council, the 
am bassadors who resided at every foreign court and developed the tradP 
tions of modern diplomacy, the builders of the jewel-like palaces along 
the Grand Canal, the captains of the galleys — all were capitalists, eithe r 
investi ng their money in commercial v entures or letting out funds at 
i nterest to traders. Venice was th e first modern state to be run by and 
f or “big business.” 

^By contrast with the smoothly functioning absolutism of Venice, the 
political history of Florence seems absolutely chaotic.jDante in exile 
castigated his native city which made “ordinances of so fine a texture, 
that the threads thou spinnest in October last not till mid-November. 
How many times within thy memory hast thou changed thy laws, thy 
currency, thine officers and customs and renewed thy members! . . . 
Thou art like the sickly dame, who finds no rest on her bed of down, 
but shifts her posture to alleviate her pain.” It is, in truth, impossible to 
follow the kaleidoscopic changes which preceded the establishment of 
Medici rule in the fifteenth century. Guelfs and Ghibellines, nobles and 
burghers, capitalists and workers — all these elements fought and in- 
trigued within the tiny wall-enclosed area along the Arno. Every faction 
had its own strongholds and the few “towers” which survive to our own 
day bear witness to the time when Florence was a collection of bristling 
fortresses. Riots, insurrections, and rebellions were so common that the 
expression “go down to the public square” came to mean a street brawl, 
^nd yet through all this turmoil the city prospered, and Florentine 
bankers rivaled Venetian merchants in their wealth. 

fThe unifying thread of Florentine history is economic rather than 
political. Florence, like Venice, had accumulated a surplus of capital by 
the end of the thirteenth century but Florentine wealth came from in- 
dustry rather than commerce.^extiles — first wool and then silk — 
formed the foundation for the ifrosperity of the city. Rough cloth made 
from English wool was bought in Flanders or France, brought to Flor- 
ence to be dyed and finished, and then exported to all parts of Europ^ 
This sort of work required the labor of a great number of poorly paid 
artisans, and the existence of this large urban proletariat certainly con- 
tributed to the political instability of the city. Sonae historians would 
add that the relatively small number of artisans in Venice explains the 
immunity of that city from revolution, and that in general, commercial 
communities are less exposed to social upheavals than industrial ones. 
It may be doubted whether this proposition would always hold good, 
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but it is certainly true that the poorer classes in Florence were much 
more discontented than the corresponding groups in Venice. The ordi- 
nary cloth-worker had neither the capital nor the experience necessary 
to purchase rough cloth or to market the finished product, and by the 
end of the thirteenth century control of the noolen trades had fallen 
into the hands of the capitalists. Gild organization was retained, but the 
large working population was at the mercy of the moneyed men. Or- 
dinary textile workers Ijecame wage-earners, and even the highly skilled 
artisans, such as the dyers, were dependent upon the great merchants 
from whom they obtained their materials and to whom they sold their 
finished products. Antagonism developed between the two classes, and 
feeling was made worse by the intervention of the landed nobility, who 
were being harassed by the prosperous burghers and who often sided 
with the poorer citizens in order to strengthen their political position. 

(By the end of the thirteenth century the men who controlled the textile 
industries, with their allies from other prosperous trades, had subdued 
the nobles and gained control over the governmen^The lot of the lower 
classes became increasingly hard as the employers lowered wages in 
order to meet foreign competition. 

In 1378 the workers rose against their masters in the Ciompi revolt, 
but the rising was crushed, and after that the artisans were oppressed 
more than ever. In our admiration for the brilliant culture of fifteenth 
century Florence, we should not forget this exploited proletariat. Peas- 
ants and neighboring cities as well as the poorer citizens of Florence 
felt the heavy hand of the merchant princes. In order to secure a stable 
food supply and access to the sea, Florence fought all her neighbors until 
the fall of Pisa in 1410 gave her domination over Tuscany. The con- 
quered territory was exploited without scruple for the benefit of the 
capital. The commerce of Pisa and other subject towns was diverted to 
Florence, and the peasants found that bourgeois masters were far more 
efficient than the nobles in collecting rents and dues. In addition, the 
prices of agricultural products were kept low, and the peasants were so 
miserable that one wonders why Florentine policy did not defeat its own 
ends by depopulating the country-side. Florence was really practising 
mercantilism on a small scale ; it treated Tuscany very much as Spain 
and England were to treat their colonies in the eighteenth century. 

Florence w as as active in finance as in industry. In an age of fluctuat- 
ing currencies, the Florentines were careful to keep their money up to 
a rigid sta ndard, and this gave their businessmen an advantage ove r 
‘those of other Italian towns. By the en d of the thirteenth century the 
Bankers of h lorence'had outdfstanced most of their rivals an d were lenf 
ing money to Edward I, Philip the Fair, and Boniface V III. The canoni- 
cal prohibition against interest was evaded even by churchmen, either 
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by setting an impossibly short term for repayment and giving “damages” 
for delay, or by granting valuable privileges to the lender in return for 
the loan. The banker might be given the monopoly of the sale of some 
commodity, he might exploit a mine, or he might farm a tax. The profits 
from these transactions were great, but the risks were even greater. The 
pope usually compelled ecclesiastics to repay their loans, but there was 
no power capable of compelling repayment from monarchs. Edward III 
went bankrupt after the campaign of Crecy (1346), bringing ruin to 
many famous Florentine houses and poverty to the whole city. After this 
experience the bankers became more cautious, and put most of their 
money into industry and commerce. Loans to monarchs and nobles were 
still made, but only when ample security was offered. 

The power of the Florentine bankers is illustrated by the history of 
the Medici. This family began its rise after the great panic caused by the 
bankruptcy of Edward III and reached its zenith a century later. 
Branches of the house were established in many of the cities of western 
Europe, and from those centers political events Jgere closely watthed 
and often influenced by the refusal or the granting! loans. The Medici 
galleys competed with the Venetians in the East, and many members of 
the family were active in the textile industry. Within Florence the wealth 
of the Medici gave them ever-increasing influence in politics. Cosimo 
dei Medici became head of a popular party in 1429 and, after a close 
escape from the plots of rival families, made himself “boss” of Florence 
in 1434. All the machinery of republican government was preserved, but 
Cosimo manipulated the choice of officials so that his supporters mo- 
nopolized all important positions. He seldom held office himself, but he 
dominated Florence until his death in 1464 and made his family so 
popular that his son Piero and his grandson Lorenzo the Magnificent 
(1469-1492) inherited his power without opposition. Through his politi- 
cal skill, Cosimo ended the revolutions which had filled the preceding 
century and gave Florence an orderly, stable government. He secured 
a balance of power among the larger Italian st^ates which enabled his 
city to avoid serious wars for almost half a cenjiiry. Order at home and 
peace abroad increased the prosperity of the city and, while the working 
classes were still poorly paid, they were protected to some extent from 
violent economic fluctuations. They were not entirely satisfied, but revo- 
lutions in the past had gained them little but suffering, and Cosimo was 
careful to exile all men who seemed to be capable of leading an opposi- 
tion party. Florence acquiesced in Medici rule, and there was little pro- 
test when in 1480 Lorenzo changed the constitution to give himself and 
his friends almost despotic power. When Lorenzo died there was a brief 
reaction to republican rule, but this movement failed, and the Medici 
were soon reestablished, first as lords of Florence and then as grand 
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dukes of Tuscany. In the sixteenth century two Medicean popes and 
several cardinals, two hledici queens of France, and marriage alliances 
with other royal lines are proof of the international prestige of this 
famous banking family. 

Venice was the leading commercial city and Florence was the most 
impor tant banldn^ an dlndi l s ti ial c enlerTnTtaly. Milan. whidToccupielf' 
only a se condary position in both fields, was ‘perh aps a more ty pical 
Italian town, yhe city had a strategic position on the trade-routes to 
France and western German^ but iMilanese merchants were usually 
middle men. They had no trading-posts in thFTTasr and possesiedTew 
establish ments beyond the Alp s. There were flourishing industries'tn 
M ilan, but the cloth tr ^dgj)fjlmj:iLy_n£V£Oii5iI& cTThn t of_Florence and 
the armor-m akers had a relatively rest ricted market. The real impor- 
tance of Milan lies in its turbulent political career. History and geog- 
raphy had made it the leading city of the Po Valley, and the rulers of 
Milan repeatedly tried to create a great state in northern Italy which 
would enable them to dominate the peninsul^lnternally, the struggle 
of classes and factions was conducted with a violence which would have 
astonished the citizens of Venice and Florence. Venice, as we have seen, 
seldom had to worry about uprisings, and Florence, with all its revolu- 
tions, shed surprisingly little blood. The usual punishment for political 
dissent in Florence was financial ruin and exile, but factional disputes 
in Milan always ended in massacres, executions, and assassinations. 
Milan was one of the first Italian towns to accept a tyrant and the Vis- 
conti family ruled the city, with few interruptions, from 1317 to 1447. 
They were an ambitious and prolific race and their attempts to conquer 
the other towns of the North w'ere frequently interrupted by family 
quarrels. They ruled by terror and torture ; one Visconti was accused of 
feeding his dogs on human flesh and none of them hesitated to execute 
men on mere suspicion of treason. The great man of the family was 
Gian Galeazzo (1385-1402), who gained control of Milanese territories 
by ambushing his uncle and two of his cousins, and who enlarged his 
possessions until every other Italian ruler felt himself threatened. Gian 
Galeazzo not only held Lombardy up to the Venetian frontier but also 
gained control of towns in Tuscany and the Papal States. He secured 
the title of duke of Milan from the worthless emperor Wenceslas, and 
was said to be aiming at the kingship of Italy when he died in 1402. His 
heirs were as unscrupulous as their father, but they lacked his great 
diplomatic and political ability, and Milan lost many of her territories 
under their rule. When the last Visconti died in 1447, the city tried to 
revive republican forms of government, but it was surrounded by ene- 
mies and it was soon evident that a strong ruler was needed. Francesco 
Sforza, who had served the Visconti as leader of a mercenary army. 
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reason this way in order to preserve his position, and the kings of France, 
England, and Spain began to follow their example in the latter part of 
the fifteenth century. Before long, the greatest compliment which could 
be paid to a northern ruler was to say that he had almost equaled the 
Italians in political subtlety. 

Yet while the Italians led Europe in economic and political organiza- 
tion in the fifteenth century, they had only partially solved their prob- 
lems. Their gre atest d efect was their f ailure to obtain political unity, 
or, if that were impossible, to create a North Italian state Targe enough 
to hold its own with the transalpine powers. The result was economic 
and political collapse in the sixteenth century. As strong monarchy was 
revived in England, France, and Spain the Italians found that their 
financial and commercial markets were curtailed. The Western kings be- 
gan to apply mercantilism on a national scale and the little Italian states 
could not retaliate effectively when restrictions were placed on their 
trade. The great discoveries of Portugal and Spain hurt Italian trade 
even more. When the Portuguese found an all-sea route to the Indies, 
they were able to break the Italian monopoly of Eastern goods, since 
their transportation costs were much lower. When Spain found new 
sources of the precious metals in America, the Italian monopoly of bank- 
ing was broken, since the Italians no longer controlled the largest part 
of the European stock of gold and silver. Given its geographical posi- 
tion, Italy could hardly have played an important role in .Atlantic ex- 
ploration, but a strong Italian state might have been able to secure a 
share in the new trade. The fall of Constantinople in 1453 and the estab- 
lishment of a Turkish Empire across the main land-routes to the East 
did much less harm than the explorations of the Western powers. There 
was a momentary dislocation of trade during the actual conquests, but 
the Italians soon renewed commercial relations with the new masters of 
the eastern Mediterranean and imported almost as much from the Turks 
as they had from their predecessors. The real economic weakness of Italy 
was that it could merely maintain its old volume of trade in an age 
when other countries were expanding their commerce ten, twenty, and a 
hundred fold. 

Politically, the situation was much the same. Absolute government 
was far more effective on a national than on a municipal scale. The kings 
of France and Spain were far more powerful than any Italian ruler, and 
they soon found that they could invade Italy with impunity. The Italian 
despots could make no effective resistance, not only because they lacked 
resources, but also because they could not make the most of the resources 
which they did possess. Their people were unwilling to fight to the death 
to save them, because they had never been able to secure the loyalty of 
their people. They had gained power by force and had ruled by terror ; 
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they had been tolerated because tyranny was less evil than civil war, 
but they had not been loved. They lacked the two great supports of the 
northern monarchs — legitimacy and nationalism. Many kings of France 
were incompetent or tyrannical, but they belonged to a family which 
had held the throne for centuries, a family which had produced saints 
and heroes, a family which was part of the tradition of French national- 
ism. No Italian prince could claim an ancient origin and a divine sanc- 
tion for his power; no Italian prince could identify himself with Italian 
nationalism. This was the great weakness of the Italian political system, 
for no government is really strong unless it is based on an idea) as well 
as on the fact of brute power. People will not make sacrifices for a gov- 
ernment which gives them nothing in which to believe, and for this rea- 
son the political skill of the Italian princes proved useless when their 
system met the test of foreign invasion. The political collapse of Italy 
was even more complete than the economic collapse, and lor three hun- 
dred years foreigners dominated the peninsula. ^ 


2. The Italian Renaissance 

Not many years ago students of history spoke, with the assurance 
that they would be understood, of two distinct periods, the “Middle 
Ages” and the “Renaissance.” The former was likened to a “Dead Sea,” 
a period when Europe lay in “ignorant prostration before the idols of 
the Church in dogma and authority and scholasticism.” The Renaissance 
was “the liberation of the reason from a dungeon, the double discovery 
of the outer and inner world. . . . The intellect, after lying spell-bound 
during a long night, when thoughts were as dreams and movements as 
somnambulism, renewed its activity, interrogated nature, and enjoyed 
the pleasures of unimpeded energy.” During the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries the Italians “bridged the gap between the medieval and modern 
world” and diffused a new spirit, “the foe of obscurantism, the ally of all 
the forces that make for light, for the advancement of knowledge, and 
for reasonable freedom.” Few would make such dithyrambic statements 
today. The twelfth and thirteenth centuries, far from seeming a “long 
night,” are now known to have been years of intense and lasting activity. 
In Gothic architecture we see a beauty which makes us forget that the 
name “Gothic” was invented as a term of contempt by admirers of the 
Italian Renaissance. The creation of the great Western monarchies, the 
development of English law and Parliament, the establishment of uni- 
versities, the beginnings of the great vernacular literatures, the revival 
of commerce — these are hardly fruits of the “Dead Sea.” Appreciation 
of medieval achievement has gone so far that some writers would “abol- 
ish the name, and perhaps even the fact, of a Renaissance” and would 
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consider Italian civilization of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries as 
merely a minor variant of the declining culture of the later middle ages. 
This extreme view is almost as misleading as the original legend, for 
many Italians of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries did make a con- 
scious effort to break with the medieval tradition and to substitute new 
forms of thought and artistic expression. The Renaissance was an at- 
tempt to Justify the new way of life which had developed in Italy by 
finding historical precedents for that way of life in the ancient world. 
It was an attempt to solve the conflict between the ideal and the actual, 
which so disturbed the later middle ages, by creating new ideals which 
were closer to actual life. 

It will be remembered that in economics and politics Italy had almost 
^tirely discarded the medieval traditloCL N owhere else in Europe were, 
there such concentrations of capital and nowhere else in Eurone were 
the men who controlled these concentrations of capital so free fr om 
religious and political restraint. The leaders of Italian bu siness com- 
peted openly for profits knd bv the end ot the lourtee nth centur v_had 
discarded even the prefense of cooperation for the good of the com- 
munity. In politics the same rule of individual self-aggrandizement held 
good ; Italy was governed by men w ho had seize d po wer w ithout any 
legitimate title and who re tained it by bribery and terror . TKese tend- 
encies had been-evident in Italy from the be^ning of the thirteenth 
century, and it was only natural that they should have affected litera- 
ture and art as they became dominant in the peninsula. The grea t-mer- 
chants and princes had forsaken everything else in order to enjoy the 
rewards whicTTpower and weaffff can give in this world. They were not 
greatly interested in theological arguments or chivalric romances ; they 
wanted books which would glorify the life they actually led, or create 
new standards for an urban, sophisticated society. They were not in- 
terested in the abstract figures of religious art ; they wanted paintings 
and statues which would glorify the human body. Like wealthy men in 
all periods, they were able to find writers and artists who gave them 
what they wanted. • - 

And yet the Renaissance in Italy was not wholly a product of the po- 
litical and economic forces which have just been mentioned. In art and 
literature, as in social organization, Italy was never entirely happy with 
medieval forms. The Latin tradition persisted, and modified or distorted 
the concepts imported from the North. For example, the Italians never 
fully accepted the Gothic emphasis on the vertical line ; they were never 
able to forget the Roman principle of making the most important lines 
in a building horizontal. The classic example of this tendency is the 
cathedral of Siena, where the builders used Gothic detail consistently, 
and then spoiled the whole effect by constructing the walls with alternat- 
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ing bands of light and dark stone, which emphasized horizontal lines. 
In the middle of the thirteenth century the greatest Italian sculptors 
were imitating Roman models, and, though there was a swing over to 
the Gothic style a little later, Roman influence never entirely disap- 
peared. Italy was full of intellectual and material relics of the classica l 
age ; almost every town had its Roman ruins and its version of Roman 
law . Thiis_it was easy for Italians to turn awav from medieval forms 
l and to create an art and a literature which were based on ancient 
\ models . 

The transition from medieval to Renaissance attitudes may be seen 
especially clearly in three great Italian writers of the fourteenth cen- 
tury, Dante, Petrarch, and Boccaccio. Though Dante lived at a time 
when the merchant oligarchies had already destroyed the old political 
and economic system in Italy, he steadfastly adhered to the ideals which 
expressed the highest aspirations of the middle ages. He believed that 
society would never have peace until it was organized under the segis 
of the Empire and that the individual would never have peace until he 
accepted the teachings of the Church. Church and Empire had been 
willed by God and existed from eternity as ideas in his mind, though 
they might be held in abeyance through the wickedness of man. Learn- 
ing served to give knowledge of God and his workings : human love led 
to love of God ; true happiness in this world was to be prepared for life 
in the next. Dante held these beliefs so strongly that his convictions re- 
mained unshaken through one disaster after another — exile from the 
Florence he passionately loved, poverty, and the failure of all attempts 
to revive the Empire. There was confusion without, but in Dante’s mind 
all was clear. It was this certainty which ennobled his life and work, 
which enabled him to sum up the medieval way of life in a great epic 
and to endure the bitterness of exile when a slight compromising of his 
ideals would have permitted him to return to Florence. 

Dante died in 1321 in his fifty-seventh year; Petrarch was born in 
1304, and Boccaccio nine years later, so that their lives overlapped that 
of their great fellow-Florentine. This fact makes more remarkable the 
gulf which separates the author of the Divine Comedy, who brings one 
epoch to a close, from his younger contemporaries, who usher in the 
new era of the Renaissance. In Petrarch we find no trace of the unity of 
character which lent strength and dignity to Dante in adversity and 
exile. Depth and tenacity of conviction brought Dante unshaken through 
the most bitter disappointments. Petrarch’s writings are filled with 
lamentations about “the dangers and apprehensions I have suffered. 
... I was born among perils and among perils have grown old — if old I 
am, and there are not worse trials ahead.” When his catalogue of woes is 
examined, we find the events enumerated took place before his birth or 
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in his early childhood, while Ive know that all through his life he was 
petted and courted by the great of his day. Indeed, as he himself assures 
us in his complacent Letter to Posterity: “The greatest kings of this age 
have loved and courted me. They may know why, I certainly do not. 
With some of them I was on such terms that they seemed in a certain 
sense my guests rather than I theirs.” His unhappiness came from within, 
from his inability to unite his conflicting aspirations and interests into 
a workable scheme of existence. He longed for solitude and quiet, yet he 
was constantly on the move. At times he was strongly attracted by the 
monastic ideal and berated the pomp and show of this w'orld, but he 
fawned after the poet’s crown and gloried in his celebrity. Author of 
passionate love sonnets and not above amorous adventures, he could 
describe love as a most foul sin. 

With all his vanity and inconsistency, Petrarch had a real love of 
learning, and it was in this field that the “Father of Humanism” was to 
leave the greatest impress on subsequent thought. His interests were on 
the whole much narrower than Dante’s. From the whole field of medieval 
philosophy he recoiled in disgust, as most of the scholars of the Italian 
Renaissance were to do. He declared that Aristotle, Dante’s “Master of 
them who know,” erred “in the most weighty questions,” and rejects him 
vehemently as a guide. Although Aristotle “has said much of happiness 
both at the beginning and the end of his Ethics, I dare assert, let my 
critics exclaim as they may, that he was so completely ignorant of true 
happiness that the opinions upon this matter of any pious old woman, or 
devout fisherman, shepherd or farmer, would, if not so fine-spun, be 
more to the point than his.” At science he scoffs for the same reason, as 
“helping in no way toward a happy life.” Lack of interest in these fields 
he atoned for by devotion to classical literature and Roman antiquities. 
When in Rome, his imagination was fired by the majestic ruins, and he 
was one of the first to start collecting Roman inscriptions and coins. 
That Dante had reverenced the poets and philosophers of Greece and 
Rome is shown by his choice of Virgil as a guide in the Divine Comedy 
and by his description of the sages in Limbo. In Petrarch, however, we 
find a new spirit : reverence for the classical past becomes worship and 
slavish imitation. He came to regard his writings in the vernacular with 
shame and contempt and endeavored to make his Latin style less medi- 
eval and barbarous by conforming to the usage of Cicero. “0 great 
father of Roman eloquence!” he wrote. “Not I alone but all who deck 
themselves with the flow'ers of Latin speech render thanks unto you, 
... In a word, it is under your auspices that we have attained to such 
little skill in this art of writing as we may possess.” Each of Petrarch’s 
letters was, so far as he could make it, a polished Ciceronian essay obvi- 
ously intended for publication, with all intimate or routine details which 
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would mar the symmetry of the production, or which could not be de- 
scribed in classical language, relegated to a separate sheet, written in 
Italian or medieval Latin. His enthusiasm for classical studies led him 
to ferret out and copy previously unknown letters and speeches of Cicero 
and to attempt unsuccessfully to learn Greek, which was then little 
studied. There is something at once amusing and pathetic in the way 
that he hugged to his breast a Greek manuscript of Homer, which he 
could not read and knew only through received opinion and a translation 
so bad as to discourage even his invincible conviction that Homer, to- 
gether with Virgil, was more than human and of a stature which rose 
above the clouds. From his infatuation with the past came the Africa, 
a dull epic of the Second Punic War ; it was on this work that he fondly 
believed his fame with posterity would rest. For him there was no im- 
passable gulf separating his age from that of Augustus ; the rabble of 
fourteenth century Rome was the same Roman people which had once 
dominated the world. In this spirit he rapturously acclaimed Cola di 
Rienzi, but his effusions sound pale and rhetorical beside the flaming 
Italian patriotism of Dante. 

Even in his preoccupation with learning and literature, which resulted 
in the writing of a small library of Latin works through which he hoped 
to attain immortality in the memory of posterity, Petrarch suffered 
qualms of conscience. “I closed the book, angry with myself that I should 
still be admiring earthly things who might have learned from even the 
pagan philosophers that nothing is wonderful but the soul, which, when 
great itself, finds nothing great outside itself.” For him the reconcilia- 
tion between the good of this world and that of the next which Dante 
made was impossible. Petrarch had rejected the intellectual tradition 
of the middle ages while adhering to its moral code ; he passionately de- 
sired human knowledge and worldly fame, though he believed that they 
were snares set to keep him from the path of salvation. As a result, there 
was a constant struggle between Petrarch the lover of Laura, Petrarch 
the dictator of learning, and Petrarch the trembling Christian. 

It would be difficult to discover a parallel for the extraordinary popu- 
larity and influence of Petrarch ; even Voltaire could not boast of such 
universal adulation. His letters and poems were awaited as great events ; 
his style and his veneration for the classics were imitated all over Italy. 
The most famous, and one of the most devout worshipers of Petrarch, 
was Boccaccio, who to the end of his life preserved the attitude of a 
respectful pupil toward the older scholar. He had the same interest in 
classical literature and joined eagerly in the search for manuscripts, but 
fate and a hard-headed father had prevented him from acquiring a 
thorough knowledge of Latin. 
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However [he writes] when I had well nigh reached maturity, and was 
become my own master, then at no man’s bidding and through no man’s 
teaching, against the opposition of my father who condemned such studies 
violently, I resorted spontaneously to the little I knew of the poetic art, and 
this work I have since pursued with the greatest eagerness, studying the 
works of its professors with incredible delight and straining all my ability 
to understand them ... I doubt not that if my father had been indulgent 
to my wishes while my mind was pliable in youngest years, I should have 
turned out one of the world’s famous poets. The fact, however, is that 
through bending my abilities first to a lucrative business, and next to a 
lucrative branch of study, I failed to become either a merchant or a canon- 
ist, and missed the chance of being an illustrious poet. 

One may be permitted to believe that his mercantile travels, which 
took him through most of Italy and through France as far as Paris, 
strengthened his interest in, and knowledge of, humanity, while the 
discipline of legal studies was probably no more cramping than imita- 
tion of classical forms would have been. Certainly, he never attained to 
a Petrarchian absorption in the past. Recognition of his inadequate 
knowledge of Latin may account for the fact that Boccaccio turned to 
Italian. From earliest youth he was experimenting with varied forms of 
composition in the vernacular— the prose romance, idyll, epic, allegory, 
even the psychological novel. From these efforts came new verse forms 
and modes of expression, but little of great importance. In this youthful 
period we find nothing of Dante’s metaphysical and political passions, 
or of Petrarch’s preoccupation with his soul. Boccaccio’s ideals are those 
of the scholar devoting himself to the study of literature, of the artist 
using old literary forms, or inventing new ones in the search for appro- 
priate means of expression, and of the courtier, rejoicing in the favor of 
the Neapolitan court. It was at Naples, with the encouragement of 
Queen Joanna, whose unsavory career he sought to rehabilitate by his 
rhetoric, that he is said to have begun his great work, the Decameron, in 
which his genius at last found expression. 

The Decameron is not only a literary masterpiece, it is also a precious 
historical document, since from its pages we may glean a knowledge of 
the standards and ideals of the fourteenth and fifteenth century Italian. 
The Decameron took Italy by storm and was read and copied as was no 
other work of the period. It was not a work for scholars, and in the epi- 
logue Boccaccio felt it necessary to admit that there were many “who 
will say that the said stories are too full of jests and merry conceits, and 
that it ill becomes a man of weight and gravity to have written in such 
wise.” Scholars might raise their eyebrows, but we are no less grateful 
than his contemporaries, though possibly for different reasons, to this 
poet who forsook the epic and the idyll long enough to catch and trans- 
mute into a work of art the life of his age. 
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Boccaccio, of course, did not break away entirely from medieval tra- 
dition. His stories were not new ; they had circidated for centuries in all 
parts of Europe and even Asia, before they were given a home in four- 
teenth century Florence. The company of young men and women of the 
Decameron accepted the external observances of medieval Christianity. 
They sang allegorical songs, observed perfect propriety of conduct, and 
told no stories on Friday so that they might have time for prayers. 
Chivalry was held up to admiration in tales of extraordinary deeds of 
magnificence and magnanimity performed by kings and knights. The 
morals of the clergy were criticized, but the validity of the Christian 
faith was never questioned. 

But amid these old ideas and situations one feels a new and distinctive 
point of view toward life. Story after story shows the conviction that the 
true motive power of this world is not God but Fate. The heroes of 
Boccaccio’s world are those who know how to take advantage of oppor- 
tunities as they offer themselves. The unforgivable sin is stupidity, and 
unsuspecting husbands, innocents, or simple souls deserve no quarter. 
Those who have keen wits live by them at the expense of others; the 
brazen liar and the plausible cheat can expect to satisfy all their de- 
sires. The most cruel practical jokes find justification in the demonstra- 
tion of wit. All this is the antithesis of the Christian virtues, which in 
many places are held up to contempt. A violent attack on the immorality 
of the friars is used to prove the sinfulness of a woman who, threatened 
with damnation by a friar, had given up her lover. God enters on the 
side of love and the story ends ; in other words, the God of the Decameron 
is a deity who helps those who help themselves. Such exaltation of 
shrewdness, sharpness of wit, and keenness of eye for the main chance 
can be found only in one field of medieval literature — the jabliaux of 
the northern merchants, and with these crude burghers of France the 
commercial Italian of the Renaissance was closely allied in feeling, 
though he might have regarded the northerner as a barbarian. 

The gulf which separates the world of Boccaccio and the world of 
Dante may also be seen from the lack of understanding apparent in the 
attitude of the author of the Decameron toward his older contemporary. 
Boccaccio admired and reverenced the work of Dante ; he wrote a life 
of the great Florentine exile, and his last work was a ponderous com- 
mentary on the Divine Comedy, which in fifty-nine lectures had covered 
only half of the Inferno! Despite this love and study, Dante remained 
completely incomprehensible to him, except as a writer of beautiful 
Italian poetry. Two examples will suffice to demonstrate this incapacity 
to understand the medieval writer. For Dante, Beatrice was the “young- 
est of the angels,” a personification of the divine beauty, and through 
love of her the poet aspired to attain love of God. But Boccaccio cannot 
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understand spiritual love and exhausts his ingenuity in finding physical 
causes for Dante’s state of mind. In his description of Beatrice “there 
is less of the angelic than the carnal nature visible. Beatrice becomes 
one of the beauties of his own prose fictions.” Of more serious import, 
possibly, for the future of Italy, was his inability to explain Dante’s 
participation in politics, which Boccaccio could attribute only to vanity. 
Boccaccio, had an acute mind, and such an interpretation indicates how 
far the Italians had already moved from the fierce patriotism of earlier 
centuries. 

Boccaccio in his youth earned the nickname of “Giovanni della Tran- 
quillita.” His world seemed to contain its ideals within itself; the next 
world was not present, either as the culmination of life or as an un- 
comfortable preoccupation. Never denied, it merely ceased to have 
enough validity to affect his life. The instability and inadequacy of 
this happy acquiescence in the exclusive claims of this world were shown 
by his panic when, in 1361, a dying monk warned him of impending 
damnation unless he changed his mode of life. Under the influence of 
this message, Boccaccio immediately decided to sell his library, give up 
study, and take orders. Although he abandoned all these resolutions when 
the first shock had passed, he did forsake light literature. He never 
regained his old carefree spirit, and thoughts of the next world and the 
condition of his own soul obtruded uncomfortably from time to time. 

In contrasting Dante with Petrarch and Boccaccio we have taken 
three unusually vivid personalities, and in doing so have run the risk 
of exaggerating the shift of interest which took place during the four- 
teenth century. If we remember that few people in the middle ages 
attained to the complete unity of a Dante, and that few in the fourteenth 
century felt as keenly the impossibility of reconciling the demands of 
this life and that of the next as did Petrarch, or with Boccaccio made first 
a complete surrender to the joys of the world, and then recoiled in terror 
at the thought of the yawning jaws of Hell — in short, if we remember 
that these are the great, in whom alone we can expect to find acute 
sensitiveness to current modes of thought — we may hope to minimize 
this distortion. The ordinary citizen of an Italian town was slow to 
realize that there was any conflict between his ideals and his actual life. 
He would have been shocked if any one had told him that he was not a 
good Christian, or that worldly pleasure was becoming more important 
in his mind than salvation. He would have answered that heresy was 
less common in Renaissance Italy than it had been in the greatest period 
of the middle ages, that the friars could still bring thousands of people 
together for revival meetings, that the men who read Petrarch also read 
ponderous theological treatises, that the wealthiest merchants and 
princes spent huge sums in building and decorating churches. Even in 
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Florence, the city which led the Renaissance, few men abandoned their 
faith in the Christian religion. The Medici were on intimate terms with 
the heads of the Franciscan and Dominican convents ; Cosimo dei Medici 
had a cell in the monastery of San Marco to which he retired at times, 
and Lorenzo the Magnificent summoned the puritanical friar Savonarola 
to hear his last confession. The career of Savonarola himself shows the 
persistence of medieval ideas. Preaching in the last decades of the fif- 
teenth century, he filled the Florentines with loathing for their worldly 
lives and sinful luxuries. Great bonfires were built in the streets in which 
the “vanities” were burned — ornaments, fashionable clothes, secular 
books and games. Savonarola also inspired the citizens of Florence to 
drive out the Medici and reestablish their ancient republican govern- 
ment All this is true, and yet these manifestations of religious feelings 
were all on the surface ; they were neither deep nor persistent. The Chris- 
tian drama of salvation and damnation had become formalized and few 
felt its import, save at the approach of death or in times of crisis. The 
claims of religion were not rejected, they were simply pushed aside by 
new interests. The temporary enthusiasm stirred up by revivals soon 
evaporated, leaving no permanent results. The fate of Savonarola is in- 
structive ; when he fell into disfavor with the pope the Florentines made 
little effort to save him. He was burned at the stake for denying papal 
authority ; the people returned to their “vanities,” and the Medici were 
soon restored. Within a decade of Savonarola’s death, no one could have 
told that he had ever had any influence on Florence. 

The old ideals had not been denied, but they had lost their force ; they 
were no longer effective guides to conduct. There remained only the 
determination to enjoy life, to make the most of every opportunity and 
every talent which the individual possessed. In some men the search for 
worldly satisfactions led to complete bestiality, but most Italians of the 
upper classes were saved from this fate by their sense of beauty. It was 
not enough merely to accumulate wealth and power ; wealth and power 
had to be expressed in forms which struck the imagination and produced 
an esthetic response. The table service and the decorations were more 
important than the food at a banquet; the style of a palace was more 
important than its size. Even the tyrants tried to conceal the naked fact 
of military dictatorship by festivals and ceremonies which gave dignity 
and splendor to their usurped authority. This love of beauty made the 
life of the upper-class Italian extraordinarily rich. Every humble utensil 
became a work of art ; every ordinary action became a pageant. At the 
same time, it tended to concentrate attention on external appearances, 
for the Italians were primarily interested in beauty of form. The mag- 
nificence of the courts hid the weakness of political organization, the 
polished style of the writers concealed their lack of ideas, and even the 
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marvelous technique of the artists was sometimes used only to represent 
the outward splendor of Italian life. 

Interest in beauty of form reinforced the already strong tendency to 
concentrate on the study of the classics. The Romans had emphasized 
form, often at the expense of content, while medieval writers had been 
more interested in ideas than in the way in which they were expressed. 
The Italians scorned medieval works, because thej' no longer under- 
stood the ideas and found the style barbarous, and turned to the classics 
for models. It should be noted that, while they rejected medieval author- 
ity, they could not reject the concept of authority itself. Only in the last 
two centuries have men believed that there was room for unlimited 
progress in all fields of human activity; the Italians of the Renaissance, 
like their predecessors of the middle ages, felt that the limits of human 
knowledge and human achievement had been reached in some Golden 
Age in the past. It is a great mistake to think that the Renaissance freed 
men from bondage to ancient authorities ; the authorities were changed, 
but the bondage remained. Only in the work of a few artists and in the 
experiments of a few thinkers was there a rejection of classical as well 
as medieval standards, and these men did not determine the course of 
the Renaissance. Most of the Italians who took part in the movement 
accepted the authority of classical antiquity without question, because 
there they found sanction for, and expression of, their love for the beauty 
of this world. 

We speak of “the Italians,” but we must not infer from this, as many 
have done, that the whole population of Italy, or even of Florence, par- 
ticipated in the movement. Even among the educated, the triumph of 
the classicist, the “humanist,” was never complete; in the universities, 
law, medicine, and scholastic philosophy never lost their supremacy. 
As for the mass of the Italian people, few were ever greatly affected by 
the classical revival. Throughout the Renaissance the peasant tilled his 
fields, oppressed by heavy taxes and made miserable by the incessant 
wars, but on the whole ignorant of the fact that this was a different age 
from that his forefathers had known. In the cities, the populace reveled 
in the carnivals and gloried in the artistic adornment of churches. Ex- 
cept for the rare youth who attracted the eye of a patron, however, life 
for the artisan was a matter of dire poverty, relieved at intervals by 
feast days and festivals. The Renaissance was aristocratic to a degree 
that few intellectual movements have been, the concern of rich burghers, 
princes, and popes. The emphasis on the study of Greek and Latin by 
itself shows that only the educated— the well educated— could partici- 
pate, but in Boccaccio and elsewhere we can easily discern the contempt 
and aversion felt by the gentleman for the peasant and the artisan, even 
for the new rich. The Italian verses of Dante were sung in the field and 
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the workshop ; the learned translated Dante into Latin and debated over 
his allegory. A few hymns, a few gay carnival songs, lovely buildings, 
and pictures — these were the property of high and low alike. Learning 
and cultivation were the property of the few. 

Bearing in mind, then, that we are dealing with an aristocratic and 
imitative movement, let us trace briefly the rise of humanism and the 
result of the worship of antiquity on Italian life and thought. In Petrarch 
the medieval Christian and the Renaissance classicist were combined, 
to the torment of his soul ; a few years after his death, by the beginning 
of the fifteenth century, the classical cult had captured Italy. Petrarch’s 
tremendous popularity was at once an indication of the trend of the 
times and a means of spreading the love of Greek and Roman literature. 
A year after Petrarch’s death we find Salutato, a politician as well as a 
scholar, lecturing to an eager audience in Florence on the classics, par- 
ticularly on the necessity of an improved Latin style. Like Petrarch, he 
took Cicero as his model and imitated his style as closely as possible. 
Salutato and his pupils and friends also searched diligently for manu- 
scripts, and each discovery provoked an outburst of ecstatic applause 
and enthusiasm. When Poggio, a protege of Salutato, discovered a manu- 
script of Quintilian, a rhetorician of the Latin “silver” age, in a mon- 
astery near Constance, a friend wrote : 

Through you we now possess Quintilian entire; before we only boasted 
of the half of him, and that defective and corrupt in text. O precious ac- 
quisition! 0 unexpected joy! And shall I, then, in truth be able to read 
the whole of that Quintilian which, mutilated and deformed as it has 
hitherto been, has formed my solace? I conjure you to send it me at once, 
that at least I may set eyes on it before I die. 

Bankers and merchants joined in the hunt; branch banks of the 
Medici were instructed to find manuscripts and pay for the copying. 
Many humanists made their living as agents for collectors, visiting 
monastic libraries and buying, copying, or stealing new finds. A well- 
stocked library became a mark of distinction, and although most col- 
lectors generously permitted others to use or copy books at will, others 
guarded their treasures jealously, rejoicing in the possession of unique or 
rare manuscripts. In 1396 there was a new wave of enthusiasm when a 
distinguished Greek scholar, Manuel Chrysoloras, came to lecture in 
Florence at the invitation of the government. With his arrival began 
the serious study of Greek. Petrarch had attacked the language without 
success ; Boccaccio had picked up some scraps from an almost illiterate 
teacher; Chrysoloras offered his eager hearers the best Byzantine 
scholarship. Students and agents ransacked Constantinople for manu- 
scripts, which descended on Italy singly or by hundreds. Translations 
into Latin were made for those unable to read Greek. Bruni tells us how 



The Search for a Solution 517 

at the coming of Chrysoloras he deserted the study of law for Greek so 
that he might converse with Homer, Plato, and Demosthenes “concern- 
ing whom so great and so wonderful things are said. ... I delivered 
myself to Chrysoloras with such passion that what I had received from 
him by day in hours of waking occupied my mind at night in hours of 
sleep.” He was far from unique in this enthusiasm ; conversion to schol- 
arly pursuits became as common and as popular as religious conversions 
had earlier been. We read of a young nobleman “born with thy face and 
throat, Lyric Apollo ! ” who won acclaim by deserting a life of pleasure — 
to spend the rest of his days memorizing Livy and the Mneid / 

From Florence the movement spread in a great wave over all Italy 
except Venice. Tyrants, princes, popes, the king of Naples — all bid for 
the services of scholars, who spent their lives wandering from city to city 
as teachers or paid companions and civil servants. With printing un- 
known, manuscripts expensive, and, until the end of the fifteenth cen- 
tury, few mechanical aids to classical studies available, teaching was 
almost inevitably a combination of lecturing and dictation. A good 
memory was essential, and many developed this faculty to the point 
where they could repeat from memory a poem heard only once — one 
infant prodigy, we learn, could recite a poem backward after a single 
hearing. Others could do no more than work up a set of lectures on a 
single author which they delivered in one city after another. In addition 
to teaching, governmental service was open to the humanists. Meticulous 
purity of Latin in public documents came in the fifteenth century to be 
an object of special care, and the scholar with a good Ciceronian style 
was always sure of a lucrative post. The Renaissance came to Rome 
with the scribes in the papal chancery. Everywhere the humanist was 
courted, loved, and feared. It is difficult today to conceive of the power 
wielded by the learned in the fifteenth century; only the press can now 
compare with their influence. Tyrants who ruthlessly suppressed their 
own subjects quailed before a barbed Latin epigram. The humanist 
claimed the power to confer immortal praise, ridicule, or opprobrium 
on all of whom he wrote, and so great was the reverence for learning 
that his claim was generally admitted. 

Until the middle of the fifteenth centurj^ the classical revival had been 
concerned largely with the search for manuscripts, the founding of 
libraries, learning and teaching, and translating. With the labor of 
acquisition and assimilation completed, the Italians turned their learn- 
ing to more urbane uses. In almost every city academics were formed, 
more or less formal organizations of cultivated people who assembled 
to hear poems, orations, and scholarly dissertations, or to discuss literary 
or philosophical questions. The Platonic .Academy at Florence was 
founded by Cosimo dei Medici, who set the tone for the organization 
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by training Ficino for the express task of translating and explaining 
Plato. The Academy reached the peak of its fame under Lorenzo the 
Magnificent, when, around a bust of Plato, before which a light always 
burned, the Florentine aristocracy of learning discussed the teachings 
of the Greek master or tried to decipher the supposed allegory of Virgil’s 
poetry. The characteristic approach of the humanist to philosophy, as 
well as to literature, was stylistic. Bruni was at first a Platonist, but 
after reading Aristotle in the original he became an Aristotelian, because 
he believed .Aristotle to have a better style. The leaders of the Platonic 
Academy, however, were not so enthralled by mere beauty of form ; un- 
like the lesser humanists, they were interested in content as well as 
style. They felt that no product of the human reason should be scorned, 
and embarked on the ambitious project of making a synthesis of all 
known philosophical systems. In 1486, Pico della Mirandola arrived in 
Rome and published his Conclusiones. On the “annexed nine hundred 
theses, relating to dialectics, ethics, physics, magic, mathematics, and 
the cabala, partly his own, partly collected from the works of Chaldaic, 
Arabic, Hebrew, Grecian, Egyptian, and Latin sages, Joannes Picus of 
Mirandola, Count of Concordia, will dispute publicly.” This material 
he confidently expected to work into a coordinated whole, which would 
lay bare the secrets of nature and lead men through the various branches 
of learning to ultimate repose in the contemplation of God. He was then 
twenty-three years old. The same ideal haunted h'icino, the translator of 
Plato, who in his youth sang the Orphic hymns to the accompaniment 
of his lyre and dreamed of founding a new mystical and all-embracing 
religion. Against these reconcilers of Christianity and ancient philoso- 
phy, St. Antonino, bishop of Florence, raised the protest of common 
sense. If the pagan philosophers and the Fathers really said the same 
thing, he argued, it would be unnecessar}' to study the pagans, “but only 
the most superficial consideration is needed to persuade us that what the 
partisans of conciliation see there was not in the least intended by those 
philosophers themselves, and that their words must be distorted to adapt 
them to Christian truth.” 

At Rome, humanism ascended the papal throne in the person of 
Nicholas V. Nicholas was himself no mean scholar, and he attracted 
many others to Rome by lucrative posts in the papal curia. Here, too, 
an academy grew up, composed of enthusiasts for the past who collected 
archaeological remains and tried to live, dress, and talk like Romans. 
Pomponius Laetus, the leading figure in this academy, “had a small plot 
of land which he tilled in accordance with the precepts of Varro and 
Columella, and he was himself regarded as a second Cato. His vineyard 
on the Quirinal was frequented by his enthusiastic pupils. Before day- 
break that ‘insignificant little figure, with small, quick eyes, and quaint 
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dress’ might be seen descending, lantern in hand, from his home on the 
£s(}uiline to the scene of his lectures, where an eager crowd awaited 
him.” ^ The Neapolitan academy, composed of scholars drawn to Naples 
by the hope of royal patronage, was chiefly preoccupied with questions 
of literary style. Here grew to fame many of the Latin purists who 
prided themselves on the fact that their every word and every gram- 
matical construction — every idea, they might have added — had an im- 
peccable classical ancestry. In the early sixteenth century most of this 
school took orders and became high ecclesiastics under the Medicean 
Pope Leo X, who made many worldly scholars cardinals. The medieval 
Latin of the mass was almost intolerable to these churchmen, one of 
whom is reported to have complained that he had to wash out his mouth 
after mass to rid himself of the taste of the polluted Latin. Another prel- 
ate warned a colleague not to read the Epistles of St. Paul lest his style 
be corrupted. It is a relief to turn from such pedants to Venice, where in 
1493, a half-century after printing had been invented in Germany, Aldus 
Manutius began his great project of printing the Greek classics and, a 
few years later, formed the “New Academy,” to which belonged the 
scholars who aided him in preparing texts for the press. The beautiful 
and cheap little books which poured from the Aldine press had a double 
significance for Italian learning. They spelled the doom of the profes- 
sional humanists, whose arrogant pride had already earned general de- 
testation ; printing robbed them of their monopoly of learning, so that, 
from being courted and petted, they were now reduced to penury. Print- 
ing also made learning easier and cheaper, so that the early years of 
the sixteenth century saw a much wider diffusion of classical education 
among the upper classes of Italy. 

Humanism — the study of the Greek and Latin classics — is the most 
striking aspect of the Italian Renaissance. It is the activity of which the 
Italians themselves were proudest ; the field in which they were surest 
tha t they had surpassed the middle ages. Yet humanism was far from 
absorbing all the energies of Italy during the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries. Artistic activity was equally intense, and while the Italians 
talked less about their artists than their scholars, later generations have 
found the work of the artists more interesting. Renaissance art shows 
some of the same characteristics as Renaissance scholarship — emphasis 
on the work of the individual, interest in worldly beauty (especially the 
beauty of the human body), and reliance on classical models. There are, 
however, important differences between the artists and the scholars. 
Many artists had first of all been artisans ; they often came from the 
lower classes and had received little or no education. They were more 
aware of the realities of Italian life than the scholars, more willing to 

^ Sandys, History of Classical Scholarship, II, 92. 
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develop already existing traditions, less apt to be slavish imitators of 
Greece and Rome. Even the architects, who had acres of Roman ruins 
to study and who often read the classical authorities on their subject, 
never reproduced their ancient models exactly. Renaissance architecture 
was based on classical principles, and it used classical ornament, but it 
adapted this material to the needs of its own age. A Florentine palace, 
seen from the street, is still very much of a medieval fortress, even if 
it has lost the towers and crenelations of the earlier age. A Renaissance 
church is still a church ; it has not yet become a Greek temple. Neo- 
classical architecture is a product of the eighteenth and not of the fif- 
teenth century. The same thing is true of the sculptors ; they learned 
from the ancients but they seldom copied them. They worked out techni- 
cal problems without much assistance from classical models and with 
few exceptions their figures were much more human and much less im- 
personal than those of their Greek and Roman predecessors. Michel- 
angelo, the greatest Italian sculptor and one of the greatest Italian 
painters, perhaps came closest to the classical spirit, but he did it by 
developing his own ideas and forms, and not through copying. 

Renaissance painting was even less dependent on the past than Renais- 
sance architecture and sculpture. No ancient paintings had survived, and 
the only things which Italian artists could borrow from Greece and Rome 
were mythological or historical subjects and a few decorative details. 
Italian painters were free to solve their problems in their own way. They 
could develop the techniques of the later middle ages and they could 
respond to the life around them without breaking rules laid down by 
the ancients. Italian painting is the best expression of the spirit of 
Renaissance Italy because it was the least imitative of the arts of that 
period. And the fact that it is a completely honest, and at times almost 
naive, expression of the ideals and aspirations of its age explains why 
it may still be enjoyed today. Even scholars can read the works of the 
humanists only with difficulty, but any one can feel the joy in living 
and the love of beauty in the works of the great Italian painters. 

The Italian painters set themselves the difficult task of representing 
the human figure accurately. Giotto, the first great Italian painter, tried 
to portray real men and women rather than abstractions. He was not 
entirely successful in this effort, since he knew little of anatomy and 
tended to make all his people resemble each other. He does, however, 
give the impression that his figures are alive, that they exist in a real 
world, and that they are filled with personal emotions. Following Giotto, 
there was a period of intensive experimentation, in which painters strug- 
gled with the problems of anatomy, perspective, and light and shade. 
The most important work of this sort was done at Florence, where 
Masaccio (1401-1428) summed up all the experiments of his prede- 
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cessors and added many discoveries of his own. Generation after genera- 
tion of ambitious young artists studied Masaccio’s paintings and learned 
from him how to represent what they saw with almost complete accuracy. 
Realism was now possible, but most of the Italian painters wanted 
something more than a mere reproduction of external appearances. Even 
the most uninspired artists tended to idealize their subjects — to make 
the women more beautiful, the men more handsome, and the background 
more luxurious than in real life. Ghirlandaio’s prosperous Florentine 
burghers and Veronese’s gorgeous Venetian festivals are good examples 
of this sort of work. The greatest painters were not content to draw 
merely beautiful figures and luxurious backgrounds; they wanted to 
represent the glory and the tragedy of human aspirations. Botticelli de- 
liberately turned aside from the slick illustrations admired by his 
fellow-citizens of Florence to paint religious and mythological subjects 
which had a profound allegorical significance. His figures seem to have 
the gloomy knowledge that man must always strive, and strive in vain, 
that all human activity is carried on under sentence of death. Medieval 
in his beliefs, though not in his technique, Botticelli has never been a 
popular artist, though he was one of the finest painters of the Renais- 
sance. Michelangelo has gained a greater reputation, though, like Botti- 
celli, he was one of the few deeply religious Italians of his age. His super- 
human figures, bursting with energy, show the strength of human 
aspirations, but they also know that, under the sun, all things are mortal. 
Leonardo da Vinci and Raphael were more conventional in their atti- 
tudes. They mastered all the techniques of their trade and added new 
discoveries of their own, especially the art of arranging and balancing 
their figures to make a perfect composition. They were interested es- 
pecially in character, and their portraits of real and imaginary person- 
ages pierce through the surface to the inner soul. 

The cult of the classics and the love of beauty were the most striking 
characteristics of the Italian Renaissance. The upper classes in Italy 
were content with these adornments of life and looked no farther, but 
the ethical and social problems left by the middle ages could not be 
solved by humanists and artists. The classics might have provided a 
new set of standards, as they did for many men in seventeenth century 
France and England, but few Italians ever understood the spirit of the 
classical age. Classicism stands for restraint, order, respect for eternal 
truths— all qualities which were conspicuously lacking in Renaissance 
Italy. The humanists, who should have been imbued with the classical 
spirit, were as violent and as unprincipled as the tyrants. Poggio and 
Lorenzo Valla, two of the greatest scholars of the fifteenth century, 
illustrate these weaknesses. They engaged in a long controversy over 
the relative merits of Scipio .^fricanus and Caesar, and the writings 
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growing out of this quarrel have been called “the most Infamous libels 
ever to see the light.” When Poggio described the trial of Huss’s disciple, 
Jerome of Prague, he seemed completely incapable of understanding 
why any one of learning and intelligence should persist in holding an 
opinion which endangered his life. When Valla was accused of heresy 
because he had demonstrated that the Donation of Constantine was a 
forgery, he recanted, saying “he believed as Mother Church believed ; 
it was quite true that she knew nothing, yet he believed as she believed.” 
The only conviction left to most scholars was their reverence for beauty 
of style and this led to complete disregard of all other standards. Politian, 
the most famous Florentine poet of the fifteenth century, was an acute 
scholar and critic of classical texts. Yet we find him writing to the king 
of Portugal, offering his services as an historian and asking for some 
annals as a basis for his work “composed in any language and without 
regard for style or accuracy.” Politian would supply the style, and 
accuracy was of small importance. It is not surprising that the great 
mass of writing, from which hundreds of humanists hoped to reap eternal 
fame, lies buried in oblivion, or that even in the fifteenth century lower 
middle-class Italians mocked at the scholars. 

Humanism could not create new standards of conduct, nor did it suc- 
ceed in discovering ideals which would unite the Italians for a common 
effort. If the scholars and philosophers failed, it would hardly be fair 
to expect the artists to do better. The artist may express the ideals of his 
age or react against them ; he does not create them. Renaissance writers 
and artists did nothing to modify the excessive individualism which was 
the greatest weakness of Italy in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries ; 
instead they often emphasized and glorified it. Virtu — manliness — was 
the real ideal of the upper classes in Italy, and virtii meant making the 
most of yourself, expressing all your possibilities, without regard for 
others. This release of individual energy produced some amazing figures 
— men who would attempt anything, always with confidence, and often 
with success. It also produced social chaos. 

When the foreign invasions enslaved the Italian cities, when the shift 
in trade-routes lessened the importance of Italian trade, when the Ref- 
ormation focused attention on a real intellectual problem, the Renais- 
sance rapidly collapsed. The first threats to Italian security came at the 
end of the fifteenth century, with French and Spanish armies marching 
almost unopposed through the peninsula. Quarrels between the invading 
powers gave Italy a generation of respite and then, in 1527, came the 
sack of Rome. Charles V, emperor of Germany and king of Spain, concen- 
trated a mercenary army in northern Italy to force the pope to favor 
Spanish policy. When the soldiers failed to receive their pay, they per- 
suaded their commanders, without much difficulty, to lead them in a 
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march on Rome. Burning, pillaging, and murdering, the army moved 
southward, plundered Rome, and blockaded the pope in the Castel Sant’ 
Angelo until he agreed to pay a huge ransom. Italy was too weak to 
recover from such a shock, though, for a few years longer, artists and 
writers pretended that nothing had changed. Men continued to imitate 
the old forms from which the spirit had fled, but the exploded ideals of 
the Renaissance were of no avail in a period of adversity. The center 
of art and learning moved across the Alps, and Italy was left with a 
handful of second-rate painters and pseudo-classical poets to console 
her for the revival of the Inquisition and the firm establishment of for- 
eign rule. 

What was the result of all the efforts of the Italians of the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries? Did the Renaissance bear its full fruit only 
after it had been transported to northern lands? In some fields this is 
true ; northern art and classical scholarship were based for centuries on 
the work done by the Italians of the Renaissance. In scientific and ab- 
stract thought there was less influence, for the Italians had found such 
work uninteresting and unimportant. There were a few great scientists 
in Italy in the fifteenth century, but no one paid much attention to their 
ideas. The case of Leonardo da Vinci is instructive. Never content with 
existing knowledge, he had pondered many problems with which later 
scientists were concerned, but his astounding forecasts of modern dis- 
coveries were buried in manuscripts until recent years. What Leonardo 
wrote on painting was eagerly seized upon, printed, and discussed, while 
his scientific writings almost passed from view. Neither did the Renais- 
sance greatly influence the course of navigation and discovery ; the im- 
portant ancient ideas concerning geography and the like had been cur- 
rent before the fourteenth century, and exploration pursued much the 
same lines in the later period as before. 

The Italians cannot be credited with any great advance in philo- 
sophical speculation. Despite the fact that much more complete and 
exact texts of Plato were now available. Platonism was colored, distorted, 
and misunderstood, just as it had earlier been, since the Italians con- 
tinued to see Plato through the eyes of his mystical disciples, whose ideas 
were thought to be closely akin to Christianity. Scholasticism lingered 
on in the universities and produced one or two powerful thinkers, but 
these seem to have had little influence. Italian literature, from the death 
of Boccaccio to the end of the fifteenth century, is no less sterile than the 
classical writings of the time. Whether they wrote in Greek, Latin, or 
the vernacular, the Italians showed concern with little except form. This 
general sterility is usually attributed to the fact that the Italians sought 
expression in a dead language, but the barren character of Italian liter- 
ature is rather a reflection of the lack of unity and seriousness character- 
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istic of the Renaissance. As in all ages, where any one had anything im- 
portant to say, it wa.s said. In the sixteenth century, Michelangelo’s 
sonnets show classical discipline, while Benvenuto Cellini’s Memoirs 
could scarcely be any less classical, yet both live because they express 
powerful personalities. History, after more than a century of torture at 
the hands of humanists who mangled the story of their own times out of 
recognition in fitting events and characters into classical molds, emerged 
once more, living and moving, in Machiavelli and Guicciardini, who were 
influenced, but not dominated, by Livy and Tacitus. 

For the rest of Europe, the chief importance of the Italian Renaissance 
lay in the revival of the classics and in the formation of a system of 
education based on the classics. It was in the schools of Italy that the 
ideal of the “cultured gentleman” first appeared, an ideal which has had 
great influence, for good and ill, on all modern countries. The most 
famous teacher of the Renaissance was Vittorino da Feltre, who in 142S 
opened a school for the children of the Gonzaga princes of Mantua, He 
was so successful that students from all Italy and even from Germany 
were sent to him for instruction, some sons of princes, some dependent 
upon the charity which Vittorino dispensed so freely that he was fre- 
quently in debt. The classics formed the foundation of Vittorino’s course 
of study, but religion, physical exercise, personal cleanliness, and man- 
ners all had a place in his scheme of education. “His house was a sanctu- 
ary of manners, deeds, and words.” In an age of grasping selfishness, 
immorality, and cruelty such as was the fifteenth century, Vittorino’s 
self-sacrifice, devotion to learning for its own sake, and purity of ideals 
and action, seem the more conspicuous, as indeed they did to his con- 
temporaries. His school represents Renaissance education at its best; 
his fame, and that of two or three other schoolmasters, greatly influenced 
the spread of classical instruction into other countries, with all the ad- 
vantages and disadvantages which have followed from the classical 
curriculum down to our own day. One of Vittorino’s pupils was Frederic, 
duke of Urbino. This tiny Umbrian principality received in the later 
fifteenth century the unusual blessing of peace, and peace, aided by 
Frederic’s charm and generosity, led to the formation of a brilliant 
court society made famous by Castiglione’s Book of the Courtier. This 
work is the most celebrated of several Renaissance “books of etiquette” 
which received wide currency in the sixteenth century and laid the basis 
for modern concepts of gentility. Castiglione’s gentleman must be a 
courtier from the nature of things, for, as we have already seen, the 
Renaissance was an affair of courts, but the standards of the court soon 
became those of European society, A list of the courtier’s virtues will 
show the modernity of Castiglione’s ideas. The courtier must be of gentle 
birth. His aim should be to fit himself for social intercourse. To this end 



The Search for a Solution S2S 

his clothes, his speech, his manners, and his accomplishments should be 
directed. He should be proficient in sports and arms, possess “polite 
culture in letters and sound scholarship,” and acquire some knowledge 
of dancing, music, and the arts. In all these things he should strive to 
acquire “a certain carelessness, to hide his art, and show that what he 
says or does comes from him without effort or deliberation.” The ruling 
classes of Europe have followed this pattern for centuries and it is not 
unknown in America. The modern historian may decide whether or not 
it has been an adequate guide to life. 


3. The Northern Solution 

Italians who traveled beyond the Alps in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries were filled with horror by the “barbarism” of the northern 
countries. Poggio, who wandered as far as London in a vain search for 
lucrative employment, felt isolated in a wilderness of coarseness and 
ignorance. Petrarch left a vivid description of the desolation of France 
during the Hundred Years’ War. ASneas Silvius Piccolomini, later Pius 
II, who spent much time in Germany as papal legate, was nauseated by 
the “swinish” Germans. A cursory survey would seem to confirm the 
Italian verdict ; a heavy atmosphere of decay hung over northern Europe 
during these two centuries. Old ideas, customs, and practices lingered 
on, many of them to outward appearances more vigorous than ever. 
Among the aristocracy, the forms of chivalry were never made more of 
than in this age when the plebeian infantryman and gunpowder were 
making the knight obsolete. All the great orders of chivalry date from 
this period. The Order of the Garter was founded by Edward III about 
the time of Crecy ; a few years before Poitiers, John the Good, that 
paragon of knightly stupidity, established the Order of the Star, “for 
the honor of God and Our Lady, and the exaltation of chivalry and the 
strengthening of honor” ; even Louis XI founded an order. Great chroni- 
cles, such as that of Froissart, were written to perpetuate the praise- 
worthy deeds of chivalry in the memory of man. Royal and feudal courts 
took on a tone of ostentatious display hitherto unknown. The court of 
the Valois dukes of Burgundy was the most splendid in Christendom ; in 
Burgundy were developed those meticulous rules of courtly etiquette 
which were to reach their climax in the time of Louis XIV. The rules 
of courtly love also attained to their most fine-spun complexity, with the 
result that poetry became an arid waste of frigid and lifeless formalism. 
Among the wealthy burghers the extravagant manners, speech, dress, and 
style of living of the nobles were assiduously aped. 

The splendor and gaiety of the nobles and the rich formed a thin 
and transparent veneer over the general vulgarity and brutality of the 
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period. It would be difficult to prove that either courtly love or chivalry 
greatly influenced conduct ; certainly cruelty, treachery, and immorality 
flourished as seldom before. Even at court there are indications of weari- 
ness ; pastoral poetry abounded, filled with mawkish praise of the simple 
life. Disillusionment and a sense of the futility of existence breathe 
through even mediocre writings and obtain classical expression in Fran- 
gois Villon’s ballads on the fleeting life of the lovely, the valiant, the 
renowned, and the pious: “But where are the snows of yesteryear?” As 
we pass to the mass of the people, the tone changes from one of fashion- 
able cynicism or ironical laughter to horror and despair. These were 
terrible times for the poor and the simple ; it was an age of iron and fire. 
The terrors of incessant war and pestilence, grinding taxes, the visible 
decline of the Church, all made a vivid impression on the acute imagina- 
tion of the time. Social unrest led to the revolts of peasants and artisans, 
which were so ferociously suppressed. Disillusionment with life took the 
form of a ghoulish interest in death. Religious pictures of the passion 
of Christ became saturated with emotion and horror. Graveyards were 
a popular place of resort, while the “Dance of Death” became a favorite 
subject with artists and poets. All the terrifying and disgusting aspects 
of death were exhibited with perverted relish. 

On the surface, life in Europe outside Italy seemed to be summed up 
in the crumbling of old ideas. Yet beyond the Alps, men were slowly 
laying the foundations for a new order of society which was to endure 
far longer than the ephemeral brilliance of the Renaissance. During the 
last half of the fifteenth century the kings of France, England, and 
Spain, who had been deprived of much of their power by the feudal re- 
action of the fourteenth century, recovered their authority and restored 
order in their countries. The solution of the political problem made it 
easier to deal with economic problems. Almost all classes benefited by 
the shift of trade “from an intermunicipal to an international basis.” * 
Commerce between European states increased, and the great explora- 
tions financed by the kings of the West opened up new markets and new 
sources of raw materials. The shock caused by the growth of capitalism 
was mitigated by careful regulation of capitalism in the interest of the 
state. Even Germany, which had lagged behind the Western states, 
showed signs of political and economic revival in the last years of the 
fifteenth century. 

Some historians have given all the credit for ending the social and 
moral anarchy of the later middle ages to the remarkable group of mon- 
archs who came to power in the period after 1461. This seems an in- 
adequate explanation. There were dozens of Italian princes who were as 
clever, as forceful and as unscrupulous as Louis XI of France, Ferdinand 

^ W. E. Lunt, History of England, p. 287. 
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of Spain, and Henry VII of England. The Western kings succeeded where 
the Italians failed because they had something on which to build. Dis- 
astrous as the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries had been, they 
had not annihilated medieval ideals in the countries beyond the Alps. 
The old ideals were slowly adapted to fit the new situation, and they 
gave a solid basis for the reorganization of society. The fact that large 
groups of people had the same objectives, and were willing to sacrifice 
immediate personal advantages to secure those objectives, made it much 
easier to restore order and good government. 

One ancient ideal which was being revived in new forms was that of 
loyalty to the ruling dynasty. Civil wars throughout the West had con- 
vinced most men that submission to a hereditary ruler was the only 
guarantee of order. Obedience to the king’s will was becoming the chief 
political virtue, and insistence on local or personal privileges the chief 
political vice. This belief had not yet taken on its theoretical form of 
divine right sovereignty, but it was only the theory which was lacking. 
At the end of the fifteenth century kings were permitted to do whatever 
they thought necessary for the welfare of the state and challenges of their 
authority were considered impious. The men who worked out the theories 
of divine right and sovereignty derived their ideas from the actual 
practices of European monarchs after 1461. 

Nationalism also reinforced the idea of loyalty to a hereditary ruler. 
Nationalism had been growing in Europe since the thirteenth century, 
and it existed in Germany and Italy as well as in the better organized 
countries of the West. But in Germany and Italy it remained a vague 
aspiration, since it could not be focused on any single individual or 
institution. In France, England, and Spain it could be concentrated and 
used for political purposes. Monarchy and nationalism, in those coun- 
tries, were almost synonymous. The boundaries of the kingdom were 
the boundaries of the nation, and the king was the symbol of the nation. 
Union under the king had created common traditions, loyalty to the 
king had created common aspirations, and these are the basic elements 
in national feeling. The national monarchies were to dominate the his- 
tory of modern Europe. 

Finally, under the formalism and corruption of the late medieval 
Church, intense religious feeling still existed. The peoples of the North 
were not yet ready to abandon religion as a guide to life, or to make it 
a matter of festivals and revivals as the Italians had done. Christianity 
remained a powerful force beyond the Alps, one of the most effective 
means of securing social cooperation. The old ideal of a united Christen- 
dom was gone, but every one insisted that the new national monarchies 
must be Christian commonwealths. Since the Church was not giving 
much leadership, religious feeling sought new outlets in mysticism and 
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in popular education. Mysticism has been much studied of late, but the 
word itself remains difficult to define. It may best be understood by 
what the mystics themselves have said. “The flight of the alone to the 
Alone” ; “works in themselves are nothing, personal communion with God 
is everything.” The clearest idea may be had from Thomas a Kempis’ 
Imitation of Christ, the classic expression of fifteenth century mysticism, 
and a work which has been printed almost as often, and in as many lan- 
guages, as the Bible ; 

I will hear what the Lord God may say to me. Blest is the soul that hears 
its Lord’s voice speaking within it, and takes the word of comfort from 
His lips. Blest are the ears that catch the throbbing whisper of the Lord, 
and turn not to the buzzings of the passing world; that listen not to voices 
from without, but to the truth that teaches from within. Blest are the eyes 
that, shut to outer things, are busied with the inner life. Blest are they 
who penetrate within, and more and more by daily use strive to prepare 
themselves to take the heavenly mysteries. And blest are they who try to 
give their time to God, and shake them free from all the burden of the 
world ... So, all is vanity, save loving God and serving Him alone. 

In more prosaic terms : the mystic is one who has lost faith in reason, 
wholly or partially, and aspires, by faith, meditation, and prayer, either 
to unite his soul with God, or to feel intensely the presence of God. 

Mysticism is intensely imaginative and introspective, and it is likely 
to find expression in many forms. It is also individualistic, and the 
mystic who has attained to the conviction of personal communion with 
God may feel that he is no longer bound by the commands of either 
church or state. All through the middle ages there were extravagant 
sects composed of those who felt themselves above law of all sort, what 
might be called the “lunatic fringe” of mysticism. In a second category 
might be put those who were so preoccupied with contemplation that 
their lives scarcely touched the existence of their fellow-men at any 
point. These “quietists” or “negative mystics” were also not uncommon, 
but they had little influence except through an occasional writing, such 
as the German Theology, a little manual on salvation through love and 
faith which had a great effect on Luther. The great mystics of the middle 
ages, however, were those who remained in touch with the society around 
them and devoted the energy resulting from their conviction of the 
immediacy of God to the task of purifying current religious thought and 
action. A group of such men flourished in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries in the Rhine Valley and particularly in the Netherlands. Their 
activities bore fruit in the shape of a vigorous educational and reform 
movement within the Church, but they also helped to pave the way for 
the Reformation. The spiritual father of this movement was Master 
Eckhart, who died in 1327. He was an accomplished scholar, but in mid- 
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life he abandoned the intellectual approach to God and fell back on the 
faith and love so dear to the mystic. The important thing for us is that 
Eckhart, instead of leading a solitary life, was impelled to preach. That 
his speculative sermons had much meaning for most of his hearers may 
be doubted ; certainly they now seem difficult to understand. His teach- 
ings did make a deep impression on a small group of men who were 
much preoccupied with the condition of their own souls and of the 
Church as a whole, and with these less abstruse thinkers mysticism be- 
canie a force such as it had not been since the days of St. Francis. 

Unorganized, the host of men who rebelled against the decline of 
spiritual feeling and the growing corruption apparent in the Church 
might have spent their energies to little avail. In the Netherlands, the 
movement focused in the Brothers of the Common Life, founded in the 
last quarter of the fourteenth century by Gerard Groot. Groot had been 
a lay preacher, and for many years his sermons on spiritual regeneration 
had drawn unprecedented crowds of hearers until the clergy, enraged 
by his attacks on their lax practices, enforced silence upon him. Then 
Groot began to meet a few of bis more ardent disciples at the home of a 
friend, Florentius Radewyn, in Deventer. Shortly before Groot’s death 
in 1384 these men decided to live together, sharing their goods in com- 
mon and obeying an elected rector. Then a school was started and mem- 
bers began to preach. New adherents joined rapidly, and within a very 
few years the Brothers were famous throughout the Netherlands. All 
this sounds like the early history of the Franciscans and Dominicans, 
who had also striven by preaching and teaching to call men away from 
a religion of routine practice to one of sincere piety. The Brothers are, 
however, marked off from these earlier orders by two things. First of all, 
begging was prohibited ; every member must earn his living. Whether 
this change was due to the disrepute into which the begging friars had 
fallen through their lax lives, or whether the commercial revolution was 
giving a dignity to work and making indigence seem contemptible, it is 
impossible to say; probably both elements influenced Groot and his 
followers. The second difference is much more important. The Brothers 
resolutely refused to make their society a part of the monastic system, 
or to take irrevocable vows. Each Brother led the common life while he 
lived in one of the “Brother Houses,” but he was free to leave at will. 
Many members did join monasteries, though even then they usually 
joined the Austin Canons, the least regulated of all the orders, but the 
Brothers of the Common Life always remained a lay organization. Al- 
though the members were loyal Catholics and did not attack the monastic 
system, their resolve shows a dangerous divergence from the Catholic 
system. It exalted the lay mode of life and hence detracted from the 
peculiar sanctity of the clerical ideal, which had hitherto been regarded 
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as the surest way to salvation. It was also an unconscious assertion of 
the intense individualism inherent in mysticism. The Brothers never 
taught anything which the Church condemned ; they did, however, place 
much more emphasis on the individual than on the institution of the 
Church. The sacraments played a large part in their scheme, but only 
as aids to salvation ; much greater emphasis was placed on the necessity 
of faith in God, and on love of God. From this, it was only a step to the 
assertion that the individual might, if he wished, attain salvation in his 
own way, even though this way lay outside the Church. By this exalta- 
tion both of the lay as against the priestly life, and of the individual as 
against the institution, mysticism in general, and the Brothers of the 
Common Life in particular, prepared men’s minds for the Reformation. 

During the fifteenth century the movement spread from the Nether- 
lands into western and southern Germany, and the Brothers became the 
most famous schoolmasters in Europe. Some of their houses had an en- 
rollment of over a thousand students, and one had over two thousand for 
a time. The extent to which thought in northern Europe was influenced 
by the society becomes apparent when we remember that nearly all the 
educated men in Germany and the Netherlands in the sixteenth century 
had either received their early training from the Brothers or from men 
who had themselves attended their schools. Both the impulse which 
impelled the Brother Houses to turn to teaching and the character of 
their teaching may be discerned from the Imitation of Christ: “Never 
read a word to seem more wise and learned . . . Read much, learn 
much, yet you must always come to one beginning — I [God j am He that 
teaches man knowledge.” 

Here we have the essential difference between the educational ideals 
which were rising in northern Europe and those of the Italian Renais- 
sance. In Italy, learning was an end in itself, giving distinction and posi- 
tion to its possessor and serving as an aristocratic ornament. Vittorino’s 
curriculum shows a broader conception, but he was an exception, and 
even he had emphasized the ideal of the polished gentleman. The educa- 
tion given by the Brothers was a means, not an end. The end was a 
pious life; education was essential so that the Christian might be in a 
position to understand his faith and be strengthened in that faith. Here 
again, the tendency to emancipate the individual from blind dependence 
upon the institutional Church is apparent, although the Brothers were 
unconscious of the form which that emancipation might, and later did, 
take. But education in the Netherlands was not merely reduced from 
an end to a means, it was also popular rather than aristocratic. The 
Brothers taught all, high and low alike, because every Christian needed 
a modicum of learning to lead a good and useful life, and every one, 
whether noble or baseborn, was equal in the sight of God. In the scores of 
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books of pedagogy written by the Brothers, their innumerable transla- 
tions of parts of the Bible into the vernacular, their grammars and their 
books of devotion alike, these two ideals of Christian democracy and 
utility are apparent. 

Underneath a sordid and decadent exterior, therefore, extremely sig- 
nificant movements were taking place in northern Europe. The revival 
of strong monarchy, based on ideals which had wide popular support, 
created a framework within which social and intellectual progress was 
once more possible. At the same time the revival of mystical religious 
thought resulted in a partial regeneration of clerical morals and a strong 
recrudescence of Christian democracy. Without breaking completely 
from the medieval tradition, a new type of education was created which 
was less abstract than the old medieval scholasticism and better suited 
to the needs of the time. As these examples show, respect for medieval 
precedents, Christianity, and some regard for the needs of the common 
man characterized the new transalpine civilization, just as hostility to 
the middle ages, indifference in religion, and a narrowly aristocratic view- 
point characterized the civilization of the Renaissance. The contrast 
between the two regions is especially evident in their intellectual and 
artistic life. Thus, while the Italians were wrangling over rare manu- 
scripts, the Germans were perfecting the art of printing from movable 
type. This invention, probably made by Gutenberg in the middle of the 
fifteenth century, seems to have been caused by the popular demand in 
Germany for religious works. Presses were established rapidly in other 
countries, but in Italy, even after Aldus Manutius had begun to print 
the classics, there was general disdain among the learned for printed 
books, partly because they made the spread of knowledge so easy. Ger- 
man and Dutch art shows the same democratic quality. The etchings, 
woodcuts, and engravings of Diirer and his lesser contemporaries, which 
today are eagerly sought by collectors, sold for almost nothing or were 
used as illustrations for cheap books, usually popular books of devotion. 
The northern attitude toward the classics is in striking contrast to that 
of Italy. In the fifteenth century classical studies began to spread over 
the Alps from Italy and were assimilated into the curriculum and into 
thought. But the classical cult never took hold as it had in Italy. In part, 
this difference may be attributed to the fact that the literature and 
thought of Greece and Rome always remained something foreign ; the 
northerner naturally could not feel that he was the heir of, or even 
closely akin to, the ancient past. Even in Italy, however, the classics 
began to dominate thought only when medieval ideas had lost their 
vitality. In northern Europe, the Christian tradition still retained its 
hold, and the classics merely supplemented existing ideas, being bent to 
the service of an educational system with aims already clearly defined 
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and too deeply rooted in the life of the time to be supplanted. We see, 
then, that although the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were on the 
whole more dismal and unattractive north of the Alps than they were in 
Italy, the general gloom merely obscures significant political and intel- 
lectual achievements of the northern peoples. In the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries, Europe was to be distracted by religious and dynastic 
wars, but the impetus given in this earlier period was never wholly lost. 
If the elements which go to make up our modern civilization are analyzed 
carefully, it becomes apparent that the achievements of the northern 
nations were of more enduring vitality than those of the more super- 
ficially brilliant city-states of Italy. 
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ter, London, 1854, 3 vols.). 

Roger of Hoveden, Annals (tr. by H. T. Riley, London, 1853). 

Roger of Wendover, Chronicle (tr. by J. A. Giles, London, 1849, 2 
vols.). 

William of Newburgh, Selections (ed. by C. Johnson, New York, 
1920). 

William of Malmesbury, Chronicle (tr. by J. A. Giles, London, 1847). 

G. B. Adams, History of England from the Norman Conquest to the 
Death of John (London, 1905). 

, The Origins of the English Constitution (New Haven, 1912). 

H. W. C. Davis, England under the Normans and Angevins (New 
York, 1905). 

Mrs. J. R. Green, Henry II (London, 1888). 

W. A. Morris, The Constitutional History of England to 1216 (New 
York, 1930). 

W. S. McKechnie, Magna Carta (Glasgow, 1914). 
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S. Painter, William Marshal, Knight Errant, Baron, and Regent of 
England (Baltimore, 1933). 

F. Pollock and F. W. Maitland, The History of English Law, vol. I, 
chs. 1-6 (Cambridge, 1923). 

F. M. Powicke, The Loss of Normandy (Manchester, 1913). 

, Stephen Langton (Oxford, 1928). 

L. F. Salzmann, Henry ll (Boston, 1914). 

F. M. Stenton, The First Century of English Feudalism (Oxford, 
1932). 

W. Stubbs, Historical Introductions to the Rolls Series (London, 1902). 
France: 

J. Evans, Life in Medieval France (London, 1925). 

F. Funck-Brentano, The Middle Ages (New York, 1923). 

W. H. Hutton, Philip Augustus (London, 1896). 

G. W. Kitchin, A History of France, vol. I, 4th edition (Oxford, 1899). 
Lavisse, Histoire de France, vol. 11, pt. II; vol. Ill, pt. I. 

A. Luchaire, Social France at the Time of Philip Augustus (New York, 
1912). 

J. R. M. MacDonald, A History of France, vol. I (New York, 191S). 
A. Tilley, Medieval France (Cambridge, 1922). 

W. Walker, On the Increase of Royal Power in France under Philip 
Augustus (Leipzig, 1888). 

X. THE CHURCH STRUGGLES TO MAINTAIN ITS LEADERSHIP 

Innocent III: 

Cambridge Medieval History, vol. VI, chs. 1, 2. 

A. Luchaire, Innocent III (Paris, 1905-1908, 6 vols., in French). 

S. R. Packard, Europe and the Church under Innocent III (New York, 
1928). 

H. D. Sedgwick, Italy in the Thirteenth Century, vol. I, chs. 1-6 (Bos- 
ton, 1912). 

Heresy and the Friars: 

St. Bonaventure, Life of St. Francis (tr. by E. G. Salter, London, 1904). 
G. G.,Coulton, From St. Francis to Dante (extracts from the chronicle 
of the Franciscan Salimbene) (London, 1907). 

St. Francis, Writings (tr. by P. Robinson, Philadelphia, 1906). 

The Coming of the Friars to England and Germany (tr. by E. G. Salter, 
London, 1926). 

The Legend of St. Francis by the Three Companions (tr. by E. G. 
Salter, London, 1905). 

The Little Flowers and the Life of St. Francis (Everyman’s Library). 
The Lives of St. Francis by Thomas of Celano (tr. by A. G. Ferrers 
Howell, London, 1908). 

R. F. Bennett, The Early Dominicans (Cambridge, 1937). 

E. Comba, History of the Waldcnses (London, 1889). 

Cuthbert, Life of St. Francis (London, 1912). 

J. Guiraud, Saint Dominic (London, 1901). 

J. Herkless, Francis and Dominic and the Mendicant Orders (New 
York, 1901). 

E. Hutton. Franciscans in England (London, 1926). 
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B. Jarrett,i*/e of St. Dominic (London, 1924). 

J. Jorgensen, St. Francis (New York, 1912). 

H. C. Lea, History of the Inquisition (New York, 1888, 3 vols.). 

P. Sabatier, Life of St. Francis (London, 1894). 

The Papacy and the Hohenstaufen: 

V. Balzani, The Popes and the Hohenstaufen. 

W. F. Butler, The Lombard Communes. 

E. Kantorowicz, Frederick II (London, 1931). 

D. J. Medley, The Church and the Enipire, chs. 6-10, IS. 

T. C. Van Clive, Markward of Anweiler and the Minority of Freder~ 
ick II (Princeton, 1937). 

The books by Tout, Sedgwick, Thompson, Villari, and Barry, mentioned 
above, all contain material on this subject. 

The Later Crusades: 

Joinville, Life of St. Louis (Everyman’s Library, other translations 
available). 

Philip de Novare, The Wars of Frederick II against the Ibelins (tr. by 
J. L. LaMonte, New York, 1936). 

Robert of Clari, Conquest of Constantinople (New York, 1936). 

Villehardouin, The Conquest of Constantinople (Everyman’s Library). 

A. S. Atiya, The Crusades of the Later Middle Ages (London, 1938). 

E. J. Davis, The Invasion of Egypt by Louis IX (London, 1898). 

D. C. Munro, “The Children’s Crusade” in American Historical Re- 
view, XIX, 516-524. 

E. Pears, The Fall of Constantinople (New York, 1896). 

See the general books on the crusades listed under Chapter VIII, section 2. 

The Expansion of Christian Europe: 

Bernat Esclot, Chronicle of the Reign of King Pedro III of Aragon, 
1276-1285 (tr. by F. L. Critchlow, Princeton, 1928). 

P. de Gayangos, Chronicle of lames I, King of Aragon, 1213-1270 
(London, 1883). 

The Lay of the Cid (tr. by R, S. Rose and L. Bacon, Berkeley, 1919). 

W. W. Rockhill, The lourneys of William Rubruk and John of Pian 
de Carpine (London, 1900). 

H. Yule, The Book of Sir Marco Polo (London, 1903). Other trans- 
lations of Marco Polo’s Travels are available. 

, Cathay and the Way Thither: being a collection of mediceval 

notices of China (London, 1866; revised ed., London 1913-1915, 3 
vols.). 

C. R. Beazley, The Dawn of Modern Geography (London, 1897-1906, 
3 vols.). 

H. H. Boyeson, The Story of Norway (London, 1886). 

H. B. Clark, The Cid Campeador (New York, 1897). 

V. 0. Kluchevsky, History of Russia, vol. I (London, 1911). 

F. H. H. V. Liitzow, Bohemia, an Historical Sketch (London, 1909). 

R. B. Merriman, The Rise of the Spanish Empire, vol. I (New York, 

1918). 

J. S. Orvis, A Brief History of Poland (New York, 1917). 

J. Stefansson, Denmark and Sweden (New York, 1916). 
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F. W. Swift, The Life and Times of James I of Aragon (New York, 
1894). 

J. W. Thompson, Feudal Germany, pt. II. 

A. Vambery, The Story of Hungary (New York, 1886). 

H. E. Watts, The Christian Recovery of Spain (New York, 1893). 

Intellectual and Artistic Activities: 

Henri d’Andeli, The Battle of the Seven Arts (tr. by L. J. Paetow, 
Berkeley, Memoirs of the University of California, vol. IV, no. 1, 
1914). 

John of Garland, Morale Scolartum (tr. by L. J. Paetow, Berkeley, 
Memoirs of the University of California, vol. IV, no. 1, 1927). 

R. S. McKeon, Selections from the Mediceval Philosophers (New York, 
1929-1930, 2 vols.). 

H. Arnold and L. B. Saint, Stained Glass of the Middle Ages (New 
York. 1913). 

C. S. Baldwin, Medieval Rhetoric. 

A. Gardner, Medieval Sculpture in France (Cambridge, 1931). 

E. Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (Cambridge, 1924). 

, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages (New York, 1938). 

, The Spirit of Mediceval Philosophy (New York, 1936). 

C. H. Haskins, Mediceval Ctdture (Oxford, 1929). 

T. G. Jackson, Gothic Architecture (Cambridge, 191S, 2 vols.). 

E. Male, Religious Art in France in the Thirteenth Century (London, 
1913). 

H. Rashdall, The Universities of Europe in the Middle Ages (revised 
by F. M. Powlcke and A. B. Emden, Oxford, 1936, 3 vols.). 

H. 0. Taylor, The Mediceval Mind, vol. II, chs. 28-34, 38-42. 

P. Vlnogradoff, Roman Law in Medieval pMrope (Oxford, 1929). 

XI. THE GROWTH OF SECULAR INSTITUTIONS AND INTERESTS 

The Growth of the State in France: 

Joinville, Life of St. Louis. 

Lavisse, Histoire de France, vol. Ill, pt. II. 

F. Perry, St. Louis, the Most Christian King (New York, 1901). 
Petit-Dutaillis, Feudal Monarchy, pp. 233-271. 

J. R. Strayer, The Administration of Normandy under St. Louis (Cam- 
bridge, 1932). 

See the books on the history of medieval France listed under Chapter IX, 
section 2. 

The Growth of the State in England: 

Matthew Paris, Chronicle (tr. by J. A. Giles, London, 1852, 3 vols.). 

C. Bemont, Simon de Montfort (tr. by E. F. Jacob, Oxford, 1930). 

A. Gasquet, Henry III and the Church (London, 1905). 

F. Thompson, The First Century of Magna Carta (Minneapolis, 1925). 
T. F. Tout, The History of England from the Accession of Henry III 
to the Death of Edward III (London, 1905). 

R. F. Treharne, The Baronial Plan of Reform, 1258-1263 (Manches- 
ter, 1932). 
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The books by Adams and Davis, listed for Chapter IX, section 1, contain 
material on this period. 

Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — The Nobles: 

C. C. Abbott, Early Mediaeval French Lyrics (London, 1932). 
Andreas Capellanus, The Art of Courtly Love (tr. by J. J. Parry, New 
York, 1941). 

Aucassin and Nicolette (tr. by A. Lang, London, 1887; also in Every- 
man’s Library). 

C. Dickinson, Troubadour Songs (New York, 1920). 

French Medixval Romances (tr. by E. Mason, New York, 1911). 
Guillaume de Lorres and Jean de Meung, The Romance of the Rose 
(tr. by F. S. Ellis, London, 1900, 3 vols.). 

Old French Romances (tr. by W. Morris, London, 1896). 

The Romance of Tristan and Iseult (tr. by H. Belloc, New York, 1927). 
Tales from the Old French (tr. by I. Butler, Boston, 1910). 

Walther von der Vogelweide, Selected Poems (tr. by W. A. Phillips, 
London, 1896). 

J. Ashton, Romances of Chivalry (New York, 1887). 

H. J. Chaytor, The Troubadours (Cambridge, 1912), 

R. C. Clephan, The Tournament (London, 1919). 

W. S. Davis, Life on a Medieval Barony (New York, 1923). 

G. T. Denison, A History of Cavalry, pp. 97-184 (London, 1913). 

C. S. Lewis, The Allegory of Love (Oxford, 1936). 

W. C. Meller, A Knight’s Life in the Days of Chivalry (London, 1924). 
C. W. C. Oman, A History of the Art of War in the Middle Ages, vol. I, 
book VI; vol. II, book VII (London, 1924). 

S. Painter, French Chivalry (Baltimore, 1940). 

, The Scourge of God: Peter of Dreux, Duke of Brittany (Balti- 
more, 1937). 

G. E. B. Saintsbury, The Flourishing of Romance and the Rise of 
Allegory (London, 1897). 

J. H. Smith, The Troubadours at Home (New York, 1899, 2 vols.). 

A. H. Thompson, Military Architecture in England during the Middle 
Ages (London, 1912). 

Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — The Bourgeoisie: 

Legends and Satires from Mediaeval Literature (tr. by M. H. Shack- 
ford, New York, 1913). 

Reynard the Fox (various editions and translations). 

P. Boissonade, Life and Work in the Middle Ages. 

W. Cunningham, Growth of English Industry and Commerce (Cam- 
bridge, 1915). 

C. Gross, The GUd Merchant (Oxford, 1890, 2 vols.). 

E. Lipson, Introduction to the Economic History of England, vol. I 
(London, 1929). 

H. Pirenne, Belgian Democracy (London and New York, 1915). 
, Economic and Social History of Medieval Europe. 

L. F. Salzmann, English Industries in the Middle Ages (London, 1923). 
O. Walford, Fairs, Past and Present (London, 1883). 
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Lay Society in the Thirteenth Century — The Peasants: 

C. H. Bell, Peasant Life in Old German Epics: Meier Helmbrecht 
and Der Arme Heinrich (New York, 1931). 

F. W. Maitland, Select Pleas in Manorial Courts (Selden Society, vol. 
II, London, 1889). 

Translations and Reprints, vol. Ill, no. S. 

Walter of Henley, Husbandry (tr. by E. Lamond, London, 1890). 

H. S. Bennett, lAfe on the English Manor (Cambridge, 1937). 

M. Bloch, Les caracthres originaux de I’kistoire rurale jrangaise, chs. 
1,3. 

The Cambridge Economic History of Europe, vol. I, The Agrarian Life 
of the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1941). 

G. G. Coulton, The Medieval Village (Cambridge, 1926). 

G. C. Homans, English Villagers of the Thirteenth Century (Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1940). 

A. Jessopp, Coming of the Friars, ch. II (London, 1928). 

E. Power, Mediaeval People, ch. 1. 

J. E. T. Rogers, A History of Agriculture and Prices in England, vol. I 
(Oxford, 1866). 

P. Vinogradoff, Growth of the Manor (New York, 190S). 

, Villeinage in England (Oxford, 1892). 

XII. THE CHURCH LOSES ITS LEADERSHIP 

L. E. Binns, Decline and Fall of the Medioeval Papacy (London, 
1934). 

R. W. and A. J. Carlyle, A History of Medieval Political Theory, 
vol. V (London, 1928). 

A. C. Flick, Decline of the Mediaeval Church (New York, 1930). 

The Pontificate of Boniface VIII: 

T. S. R. Boase, Boniface VIII (London, 1933). 

F. Gregorovius, History of the City of Rome, vol. V, pt. II; vol. VI, 
pt. 1. 

H. C. Lea, History of the Inquisition, vol. Ill, chs. 1, S. 

The Growth of Secular Leadership in France and England: 

E. Boutaric, La France sous Philippe le Bel (Paris, 1861). 

E. Jenks, Edward Plantagenet (New York, 1902). 

E. Lavisse, Histoire de France, vol. Ill, pt. II. 

F. W. Maitland, Memoranda de Parliamento, Introduction (London, 
1893). 

D. Pasquet, Essay on the Origins of the House of Commons (Cam- 
bridge, 1925). 

J. R. Strayer and C. H. Taylor, Studies in Early French Taxation 
(Cambridge, 1939). 

T. F. Tout, Edward I (London, 1893). 

, History of England, 1216-1377, chs. 7-11. 

The Babylonian Captivity and the Great Schism: 

St. Bernardino, Sermons (tr. by A. Howe, London, 1926). 

Johannes Herolt, Miracles of the Virgin Mary (London, 1928). 
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Jan Hus, De Ecclesia: The Church (tr. by D. S. Schaff, New York, 
1915). 

W. E. Lunt, Papal Revenues in the Middle Ages (New York, 1934, 
2 vols.). 

V. Scudder, St. Catherine of Siena As Seen in Her Letters (New York, 
1926). 

H. Workman and R. Pope, The Letters of John Huss (London, 1904). 

H. Bruce, The Age of Schism (New York, 1907). 

M. Creighton, A History of the Papacy, vols. 1-5 (London, 1919). 

E. Emerton, The ‘Defensor Pacts’ of Marsiglio of Padua (Cambridge, 
1920). 

J. N. Figgis, Studies of Political Thought from Gerson to Grotius 
(Cambridge, 1923). 

H. C. Lea, History of the Inquisition, vol. II, chs. 6-8; vol. Ill, 
chs. 1, 3, 4, 5. 

F. von Liitzow, The Life and Times of Master John Hus (London, 
1909). 

C. H. Mcllwain, Growth of Political Thought, pp. 233-363. 

G. Mollat, Les Papes d’ Avignon (Paris, 1912). 

D. S. Muzzey, The Spiritual Franciscans (New York, 1907). 

L. Pastor, History of the Popes, vols. 1-5 (London, 1891 ff.). 

H. B. Workman, John Wyclif (Oxford, 1926). 

, The Dawn of the Reformation (London, 1901). 

J. H. Wylie, The Council of Constance (London, 1900). 

xni. THE FAILURE OF SECULAR LEADERSHIP 
Cambridge Medieval History, vols. 7, 8. 

E. P. Cheyney, The Dawn of a New Era (New York, 1936). 

E. Emerton, Beginnings of Modern Europe (Boston, 1917). 

J. Huizinga, The Waning of the Middle Ages (London, 1927). 

H. Pirenne, Economic and Social History of Medieval Europe, pp. 
192 ff. 

J. W. Thompson, Economic and Social History of the Later Middle 
Ages (New York, 1931). 

The Disintegration of Medieval Society: 

F. Villon, Poems (various editions). 

F. A. Gasquet, The Black Death of 1348 and 1349 (London, 1908). 
H. C. Lea, “Ecclesiastical Treatment of Usury,” Yale Review II 
(1893-1894), 356-385. 

V. A. E. Levett, The Black Death. 

B. H. Putnam, Enforcement of the Statute of Laborers (New York, 
1908). 

W. Sombart, The Quintessence of Capitalism (New York, 1913). 
The books on economic and religious history listed just above, and those 

listed under Chapters XI and XII, all contain material on this problem. 

England and France in the Fourteenth Century: 

Chaucer, Canterbury Tales (many editions). 

Froissart, Chronicles (many translations). 

William Langland, The Vision of Piers Plowman (London, 1922). 
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S. Armitage-Smith, John of Gaunt (Westminster, 1904), 

D. F. Jamison, The Life and Times of Bertrand du Guesclin (Lon- 
don, 1864). 

Lavisse, Histoire de France, vol. IV, pt. I. 

H. L. Gray, The Influence of the Commons on Early Legislation 
(Cambridge, 1932). 

C. Oman, The Great Revolt of 1381 (Oxford, 1906). 

, Art of War, vol. II, book IX. 

E. V. Stoddard, Bertrand du Guesclin (New York, 1897). 

G. M. Trevelyan, England in the Age of Wycliffe (London, various 
editions). 

T. F. Tout, The Place of Edward II in English History (Manchester, 
1914). 

, History of England 1216-1377, chs. 12-19. 

England and France in the Fifteenth Century: 

P. de Commines, Memoires (London, 1900, and other translations). 
J. Fortescue, Governance of England (Oxford, 1885). 

T. D. Murray, Jeanne d’Arc . . . being the story of her life as set 
forth in original documents (New York, 1907). 

The Paston Letters, ed. by J. Gairdner (London, 1904, 6 vols.) or 
Selections from the Paston Letters, ed. by A. D. Greenwood (Lon- 
don, 1920). 

0. Cartellieri, Court of Burgundy (New York, 1929). 

J. F. Kirk, History of Charles the Bold (Philadelphia, 1864-1868, 3 
vols.). 

A. Lang, The Maid of France (London, 1924). 

E. Lavisse, Histoire de France, vol. IV, pt. II. 

F. C. Lowell, Joan of Arc (Boston, 1896). 

F. W. Maitland, Constitutional History of England (Cambridge, 
1911). 

R. B. Mowat, Wars of the Roses (London, 1914). 

C. Oman, The History of England 1377-M85 (London, 1906). 

R. Putnam, Charles the Bold (New York, 1908). 

W. Stubbs, Constitutional History of England, vol. Ill (various edi- 
tions) . 

The Empire, the Habsburgs, and the East: 

J. Bryce, The Holy Roman Empire, chs. 13-15. 

E. F. Henderson, A Short History of Germany, pp. 122-251. 

W. D. McCracken, The Rise of the Swiss Republic, books 2 and 3 
(New York, 1901). 

R. B. Merriman, Rise of the Spanish Empire, vols. 1, II. 

E. G. Nash, The Hanseatic League. 

E. Pears, The Destruction of the Greek Empire (London, 1903). 

W. Stubbs, Germany in ..he Later Middle Ages (London, 1908). 

J. W. Thompson, Economic and Social History of the Later Ididdle 
-dges, chs. 4-8, 15. 

H. Zimmer, The Hansa Towns (New York, 1889). 
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XIV. THE SEARCH FOR A SOLUTION 

The Italian City-States: 

E. Armstrong, Lorenzo de’ Medici (New York, 1896). 

H. Brown, Venice, an Historical Sketch (London, 1895). 

E. Emerton, Humanism and Tyranny (Cambridge, 1925). 

J. A. Symonds, The Renaissance in Italy, vol. I, The Age of the 
Despots (London, 1926). 

P. Villari, The Two First Centuries of Florentine History (London, 
1894-5, 2 vols.). 

, The Life and Times of Niccolo Machiavelli (London, 1898, 

2 vols.). 

-, The Life and Times of Girolamo Savonarola (London, 1888, 
2 vols.). 

The Italian Renaissance: 

Giovanni Boccaccio, The Decameron (many translations). 

Baldassare Castiglione, The Book of the Courtier (Everyman’s Li- 
brary). 

Benvenuto Cellini, Autobiography (tr. by J. A. Symonds, New York, 
1924). 

Dante, Divine Comedy (many translations). 

Petrarch, Secret (tr. by W. H. Draper, London, 1911). 

F. Schevill, The First Century of Italian Humanism (New York, 
1928). 

M. Whitcomb, A Literary Source Book of the Renaissance (Philadel- 
phia, 1903). 

J. Burckhardt, The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (London, 
1921). 

W. K. Ferguson, The Renaissance (New York, 1939). 

A. C. Krey, Florence, a City that Art Built (Minneapolis, 1936). 

F. J. Mather, A History of Italian Painting (New York, 1923). 

J. H. Randall, The Making of the Modern Mind, book 2 (Boston, 
1926). 

J. H. Robinson and H. W. Rolfe, Petrarch, the First Modern Man 
(New York, 1914). 

J. A. Symonds, The Renaissance in Italy, vols. 2-5 (London, 1926). 

J. W. Thompson and others. The Civilization of the Renaissance 
(Chicago, 1929). 

The Northern Solution: 

W. R. Inge, Light, Life and Love: Selections from Eckhart, Tauler 
and Suso (New York, 1904). 

Thomas a Kempis, The Imitation of Christ (many translations). 

Theologica Germanica (tr. by S. Winkworth, London, 1907). 

R. W. and A. J. Carlyle, A History of Mediaeval Political Theory, 
vol. VI (Edinburgh, 1936). 

J. N. Figgis, The Divine Right of Kings (Cambridge, 1914). 

A. Hyma, The Christian Renaissance (Grand Rapids, 1924). 

W. R. Inge, Christian Mysticism (London, 1899). 

R. M. Jones, The Flowering of Mysticism (New York, 1937). 
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Abbasid, dynasty, 138-139; learning un- 
der, 139-141; art and literature under, 
141; agriculture, state of under, 141- 
142. 

Abderrahman, 142. 

Abelard, 2SS-2S7, 361. 

Abu-Bekr, follower and successor to Mo- 
hammed, 74, 7S, 77-78. 

Abul Abbas, founder of Abbasid dynasty, 
138. 

Academies, in Renaissance, 517-519. 

Accidia, monastic sin, 245. 

Acre, siege of, 234. 

Adelaide, of Italy, wife of Otto the Great, 
148, 150. 

Adhemar, hishop of LePuy, leader of First 
Crusade, 224, 226. 

Adolf of Nassau, King of Germany, 482. 

Adrian IV, pope, 213-214, 216. 

Adrianople, battle of, 31. 

Advocates, protectors of church property, 
131, 211. 

Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini, (Pius II), 525. 

Aetius, Roman general, 36-37 

Africa, regained by Justinian, 68; conquest 
by Mohammedans, 80; Saracens of, 
103, 134; independence from caliph- 
ate, 138. 

Africa, of Petrarch, 510. 

Agincourt, battle of, 467. 

Agnes of Meran, wife of Philip Augustus, 
294. 

Agriculture, in Roman Empire, 6, 7; of 
early Germans, 23; medieval village 
and, 121 S.; changes in methods, 188- 
191; influence of Cistercians on, 240; 
in 13th c., 392-394. 

Aisheh, wife of Mohammed, 75; rebellion 
led by, 78. 

Alamanni, 28 ; subdued by Clovis, 45 ; mis- 
sionary work among, 65 ; see Swabia. 

Alaric, leader of the Visigoths, 32. 

Alberic, “Princeps,” 130-131. 

Albert I of Austria, King of Germany, 
482. 

Albert II of Austria, King of Germany, 
484-485, 487. 

Albertus Magnus, theologian, 352. 

Albigensian heresy, 306-308, 310. 


Alboin, Lombard leader, 43. 

Albornoz, Cardinal, 426. 

Alcuin (Albin of Britain) teacher at court 
of Charles the Great, 93, 94. 

Aldine press, 519. 

Aldus Manutius, printer, 519, 531. 

Alessandria, 216. 

Alexander II, pope, 203. 

Alexander III, pope, 216, 281, 292. 

Alexander V, pope, elected by Council of 
Pisa, 432. 

Alexander VI, pope (Rodrigo Borgia), 
440. 

Alexandria, patriarch of, 17, 20; trade 
shifted from, 134. 

Alexius, claimant to Eastern Empire, 327, 
328. 

Alexius Comnenus, Byzantine Emperor, 
221, 223-224, 226. 

Alfonso VI, King of Castile, 334. 

Alfonso X, King of Castile, 336, “king of 
Germany,” 325. 

Alfred the Great, 56, 106, 108. 

Ali, kinsman and successor of Mohammed, 
74, 78. 

Almansor, prime minister of Ommiads, 
333. 

Almohades, 335, 336. 

Almoravides, 334. 

Amalh, 172. 

Ambrose, bishop, 20. 

Ammianus Marcellinus, Roman historian, 
24, 28, 31. 

Anaclete II, anti-pope, 238. 

Anagni, 405, 406. 

Andalusia, 335. 

Angilbert, Carolingian scholar, 94. 

Angles, location of, 29 ; in Britain, 35, 63. 

Angora, battle of, 494. 

Anjou, county of, 169, 274, 275, 283, 474. 

Annates, 422. 

Anselm, archbishop of Canterbury, 271. 

Anthony, Saint, founder of monasticism, 

20 . 

Antioch, patriarch of, 17, 70; trade 
shifted from, 134; reconquered by 
Eastern Empire, 135 ; and First Cru- 
sade, 225-228; ruled by Bohemond, 
227-228; principality of, 230. 

Anti-sacerdotalists, 304-305. 
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Antonino, St., bishop of Florence, 518. 

Apollinaris Sidonius, 9. 

Aquilea, razed by Attila, 36. 

Aquitaine, subdued by Charles Martel, 83; 
subdued by Charles the Great, 87-88; 
Louis the Pious, king of, 97; duchy 
of, 169, 275, 290, 292, 409, 455, 459. 
See Gascony. 

Arabia, geography of, 71, 75, 78. 

Arabian Nights’ Tales, 373. 

Arabic, language, in Moslem government 
and learning, 139; Greek, Persian, and 
Hindu works translated into, 79, 139; 
in star-names, 140; in chemical terms, 
140; translations from, 252, 349. 

Arabs, character and customs, 71-72, 74, 
75 ; conquests of, 78 ; revolt on death 
of Mohammed, 78-79 ; dominant posi- 
tion of among Mohammedans, 79; 
victories over Eastern Roman Empire, 
134, 135 ; end of supremacy in Mo- 
hammedan Empire, 138-139; contri- 
butions to learning, 139-142; com- 
merce and industry of, 139, 142. See 
also Saracens, Mohammedans. 

Aragon, kingdom of, 300, 334, 336, 399, 
492-493. 

Arcadius, emperor at Constantinople, 31, 
33. 

Architecture, of 11th c., 163-164; of 12th c., 
264-269; of 13th c., 353-354; of later 
middle ages, 450; in Italy, 507, 520. 

Arianism, heresy, 18; missionaries, 18; 
Visigoths and, 31; Theodoric and, 41- 
42 ; Clovis and, 46. 

Aristotle, 135, 140, 141, 252-254, 349, 352, 
509, 518. 

Armagnacs, French political party, 467, 

Armenia, conquest by Arabs, 78. 

Arminius (Hermann), German leader, 27. 

Arnold of Brescia, 212-213; and heresy, 
305, 310. Arnoldistas (heretics), 305. 

Amulf, King of Germany, 130, 143, 144, 
145. 

Arras, Treaty of, 474. 

Ars dictaminis, 347. 

Ars Minor andJ/ojor, by Donatus, 52. 

Ars nolaria, 347. 

Arsuf. taken by Crusaders, 231. 

Artevelde, Jacques van, 456. 

Arthur of Brittany, 283. 

Arthurian romances, 250, 375-376. 

Artois, county of, 293, 474, 487. 

Aaa Minor, religious sects of, 134; soldiers 
from, 135 ; rise of landed aristocracy 
in, 137; occupied by Turks, 137-138. 

Athanasius, Patriarch of Alexandria, 20. 


Athaulf, leader of the Visigoths, 33. 

Attigny. penance of Louis the Pious at, 98. 

Attila, leader ot the Huns, 36. 

Aucassin et Nicolelle, 376, 395. 

Augustine, St., 20-21, 32, 34, 241. 

Augustine. St., missionary to England, 63. 
65. 

Augustus, first Roman emperor, 2, 27. 

Aurillac, monks of, 165. 

Austrasia, 82, 83, 84. 

Austria, establishment of mark of, 150; 
duke of, on Third Crusade, 234; cap- 
tures Richard I, 235; acquired by 
Habsburgs, 482. 

Avars, 29, 89. 

Averse, Norman county in Italy, 172. 

Avignon, popes at, 407, 421-423, 425-427, 
428. 

Babylonian Captivity, 407, 421-423, 425- 
427. 

Bagdad, center of civilization, 133, 139; 
made Mohammedan capital, 138; 
doctors licensed in, 140. 

BaiUis, 295, 296, 358, 370. 

Balance of power, 502, 504. 

Baldric, bishop of Dol, 240. 

Baldwin of Flanders, Emperor of Con- 
stantinople, 329. 

Baldwin, crusader, 224; ruler of Edessa, 
225-226; King of Jerusalem, 229, 231. 

Baldwin II, King of Jerusalem, 231. 

Balearic Islands, conquered by Aragon, 
336. 

Banking, 332 , 383-384, 387, 445-446; in 
Florence, 501-502; Templars and, 242, 
384. 

Bannockburn, battle of, 453. 

Bar-sur-Aube, fair of, 387. 

Bar-sur-Seine, fair of, 387. 

Barcelona, county of, 334, 336 ; commerce 
of, 336. 

Basel, Council of, 438-439. 

Batu, grandson of Genghis Khan, 342. 

Bavaria, conquered by Franks, 47, 82; 
subdued by Charles Martel, 83; di- 
vided into bishoprics, 84; rebellion 
of, quelled by Pippin, 87; raided by 
Magyars, 108; duke of, 144; identity 
retained in Germany, 144; and Otto 
the Great, 146; and Otto II, 150; and 
Henry IV, 207; and Guelfs, 210, 211; 
acquired by Wittelsbachs, 486. 

Bee, monastery of, schools, 164. 

Bede, English historian, 64. 

Bedford, duke of, regent of France, 468- 
469, 470, 476. 
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Bedouins, 71, 77. 

Belgium, 100. 

Belisarius, general of Justinian, 42. 

Benedetto Gaetano (Boniface VIII), car- 
dinal, 400. 

Benedict of Nursia, St., life, 60; rule of, 
60-62. 

Benedict IX, pope, 154, 155. 

Benedict XI, pope, 406. 

Benefice, 114-115, 214. 

Berbers, oppose Mohammedans, 80; com- 
pose army invading Spain under 
Tarik, 80; revolt in Africa, 81; rule 
Spain, 334-335. 

Bernard, grandson of Charles the Great, 
97 ; rebellion against Louis the Pious, 
97-98; death, 98. 

Bernard of Clairvaux, 212, 231, 237-239, 
242, 254, 257, 304, 305. 

Bernard of Cluny, 248. 

Berne, Swiss canton, 488. 

Bertran de Bom, troubadour, 374. 

Besangon, Diet of, 213-214. 

Bestiaries, 378. 

Black Death, 446-448, 458, 460. 

Black Prince, 458, 459, 461. 

Blanche of Castile, regent for Louis IX, 
357, 361. 

Blois, county of, 169. 

Bobbio, monastery of, 65, 165. 

Boccaccio, 426, 510-513. 

Boethius, Roman scholar, 41. 

Bohemia, 151, 154, 210, 338-339, 430, 434, 
482-484, 487, 495. 

Bohemond, crusader, 222-224; takes An- 
tioch, 226; ruler of Antioch, 227-228. 

Bokhara, captured by Mohammedans, 81. 

Bologna, 216; law school at, 215, 258-259; 
University of, 261-262, 324, 345, 346, 
348. 

Bonavcnture, St., theologian, 314, 352. 

Boniface, marquis of Montferrat, 328, 329. 

Boniface VIII, pope, 401-402, 403-406. 

Boniface, St., English missionary, 65; life 
and work, 84-85, 147. 

Book of the Courtier, by Castiglione, 524. 

Book of Sentences, by Peter Lombard, 257. 

Book of the Two States, by Otto of Freis- 
ing, 211. 

Borgia, Caesar, 440. 

Borgia, Rodrigo (Alexander VI, pope), 
440. 

Bosworth Field, battle of, 479. 

Botticelli, painter, 521. 

Bourgeoisie, development of, 192-195, 198; 
and heresy, 303-305 ; influence of, 198- 
199, 381, 391; interests of, 378, 381- 


391, 475, 478, 512, 514-515; and re- 
ligion, 314, 385, 391, 513-514; in 
14th c., 444-445. 

Bouvines, battle of, 285, 295, 300. 

Brandenburg, electorate of, 484, 486, 496. 

Bretigny, Treaty of, 459. 

Breviary of Alaric, 50. 

Bridge-Builders, Order of, 243. 

Britain, invasions of, 35; mission to, 59; 
conversion of, 63-64. See England. 

Brittany, duchy of, 169, 474-475. 

Brothers of the Common Life, 529-531. 

Brunette Latini, Livre dn Trisor of, 353, 
376, 377. 

Bruni, Leonard, 516-517, 518. 

Brunswick-Liineberg, duchy of, 217. 

Bryce, 484. 

Bulgars, 29, 329, 494; subdued by Byzan- 
tines, 135; become Christian, 135. 

Burgesses, in Parliament, 365-366, 417- 
419, 460. See Commons, House of. 

Burgundian-Armagnac feud, 467, 469. 

Burgundians, location of, 29, 35; checked 
by Aetius, 36, 45; conquest of by 
Franks, 47, 50. 

Burgundy, kingdom of, 100, 169 ; acquired 
by (2onrad of Germany, 153-154, 160. 
Burgundy, duchy of, 167, 169, 466- 
467, 473-474, 525; art and literature 
at court of, 448-449, 450-451. 

Byzantine Empire, see Empire, Byzantine. 

Caesar of Heisterbach, Cistercian, 245. 

Caesarea, taken by Crusaders, 231. 

Calais, siege of, 458; Peace of, 459; ac- 
quired by English, 459. 

Caliphate, 77-81, 133, 137-139. 

Camaldoli, Order of, 236. 

Cambridge, University of, 345. 

Canons, regular, 241, 311. 

Canons, secular, 241. 

Canossa, submission of Henry IV at, 206. 

Canterbury Tales, 449-450. 

Canute, King of England and Denmark, 
179. 

Caorsins, 384. 

Capetians, ancestry, 107; struggles with 
CaroUngians, 147, 166-167; accession 
to the throne, 167 ; end of direct line, 
455. See France. 

Capitalism, rise of, 384-385, 456, 498, 500- 
502. 

Capitulary de villis, 92. 

Cardinals, 407, 427-428, 431, 434, 436; 
origin of, 201. 

Carinthia, duchy of, 150, 482, 487. 

Carloman, son of Charles Martel, 86. 
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Carloman, son of Pippin, 87, 88. 

Carolingians, origin of, 82-87; Charle- 
magne, 87-9S; decline of, 96-102, 142; 
in Italy, 129; and Northmen, 104, 
107 ; quarrels with family of count of 
Paris, 143, 166-167; relations with 
Otto the Great, 147, 166. 

Carthage, taken by Vandals, 34; by Mo- 
hammedans, 80. 

Carthusian Order, 236-237. 

Cassiodorus, secretary of Theodoric, 40. 

Castiglione, Baldassare, 524. 

Castile, kingdom of, 334, 492-493. 

Catherine, St., of Siena, 427, 428. 

Catherine, wife of Henry V, 468, 476. 

Cato, textbook, 52. 

Celestine III, pope, 298. 

Celestine V (Pietro di Morroni), pope, 
400, 401. 

Cellini, Benvenuto, 524. 

Celtic Church, 63, 64, 65, 83. 

Celtic legends, 249. 

Champagne, county of, 169, 374; fairs of, 
387. 

Chansons de geste, 248-249, 375. 

Charles of Anjou, King of Sicily, 326, 331, 
336, 381, 399. 

Charles the Bald, son of Louis the Pious, 
98; struggles with brothers, 99-100; 
coronation, 100; and assembly of 
Kiersy, 112; and vassalage, 113-114; 
and rights of the Church, 127, 128. 

Charles the Fat, son of Louis the German, 
100-101, 107, 143. 

Charles the Great, revolt of Aquitaine sub- 
dued hy, 87-88; war against Lom- 
bards, 88 ; becomes king of Lombards, 
88; donation to pope, 88, 148; Sax- 
ons conquered by, 88-89; entry into 
Spain, 89; coronation of, 90; empire 
of, 87-90; appearance and tastes, 91; 
administration, 91-93; interest in ed- 
ucation, 93-94, in Church reform, 94- 
95; hero of Otto III, 150-151. 

Charles Martel, mayor, 81, 83; church re- 
form encouraged by, 84-85, 86, 87, 
115. 

Charles of Orleans, 449. 

Charles the Rash, duke of Burgundy, 473- 
474, 489. 

Charles the Simple, King of France, 101. 

Charles IV, King of France, 455. 

Charles V, King of France, 459, 464-465, 
466. 

Charles VI, King of France, 465, 466, 468. 

Charles VII, King of France, 439, 467, 468- 
469, 470-472. 


Charles IV, King of Germany and Bo- 
hemia, 430, 483-484. 

CharlF.s V, ruler of Germany and Spain, 
522. 

Chartres, cathedral school of, 247. 

Chaucer, Geoffrey, 449-450. 

Chilperic, king of Franks, 49, S3, 54. 

Chioggia, battle of, 499. 

Chivalry, 372-375, 379, 525. 

Chlotar, see Lothair. 

Chrysoloras, Manuel, Greek scholar, 516, 
517. 

Church, in Roman Empire, 16-21; in Ger- 
manic kingdoms, 57 S. ; relations with 
Byzantines, 58-59, 127-128, 300; in 
Carolingian Empire, 84-85, 94-95, 
101; under feudalism, 129 ff., 159; in 
13th c.. Chap. X, passim, 398-407 ; in 
14th c., 420-430, 443; in ISth c., 431- 
441, 513-514, 526, 527-530; and Holy 
Roman Empire, 146-152, 154-156, 
200 ff., 212-219, 299-300, 316-326, 
399, 481, 483; and art, 163-164, 264- 
269, 344, 353-355, 439; and bour- 
geoisie, 198, 303-305, 385, 391, 513- 
514; and chivalry, 373-374; and 
learning, 51-53, 93-94, 256-257, 260- 
263 , 344-345, 347, 529-531; and mis- 
sions, 30-31, 59, 83-85, 337, 343; and 
peasants, 394, 397; and revival of 
Western civilization, 159 ff. See Pa- 
pacy. 

Church reforms, by St. Boniface, 84-85; 
interest in by Charles the Great, 94- 
95; in 10th and 11th c., 159-162; by 
Dunstan in England, 176; by Wil- 
liam I, 185; Gregory VII and, 203- 
204; in 12th c., 236-246, 280; in 13th 
c., 300-301, 304; in 14th c., 432, 435- 
436; in 15th c., 514, 529-530. 

Cicero, influence on humanists, 509, 517. 

Cid, the, 335. 

Cid, Chronicle of the, 335. 

Ciompi, revolt, 501. 

Cistercian Order, 237-240. 

City of God, by St. Augustine, 32. 

Civitas, in Roman Empire, 4; in govern- 
ment of Franks, 48. 

Clairvaux, monastery, 237-238. 

Clarendon, Assize of, 277; Constitutions 
of, 280-281. 

Clearing of new land, 190-191 ; by Cister- 
cians, 239-240. 

Clement II, pope, 155. 

Clement V, pope, 406-407. 

Clement VII, pope, 428. 

Clergy, in Roman Empire, 19-21; in Ger- 
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manic kingdoms, 57 if. ; in feudal 
system, 131-132; in Germany, 146, 
153, 155-157, 204; criticism of, 303- 
305, 307, 422 , 435; reform of, 161- 
163, 176, 185, 203, 236-246, 300-301, 
304, 436. See Church. 

Clerids Laicos, papal bull, 404. 

Clermont, Council of, 221. 

Cloth-industry, 384-385, 444-445; in Eng- 
land, 454; in Flanders, 193-194, 
456. 

Clotilda, wife of Clovis, 45. 

Clovis, king of the Franks, 44, 45; con- 
quests of, 44-45; conversion, 45-46. 

Cluny, monastery of, 160; organization 
of, 160-161; church buildings of, 163, 
266; schools of, 164; influence on 
Crusades, 219; in 12th c., 236, 237. 

Cola di Rienzi, Tribune of Rome, 426, 510. 

Colleges, in universities, 346-347. 

Cologne, archbishop of, 147, 484; and 
Hanseatic League, 490. 

Colotti, 9-10. 

Colonna family, 212, 399. 

Columban, Irish missionary, 65. 

Comitatus, 24, 113. 

Commendation, element of feudalism, 112- 
113. 

Commerce, in the Roman Empire, 6-8 ; in 
the Eastern Empire, 66, 68, 81, 136- 
137 ; of Northmen, 104, 107 ; of Mos- 
lems, 81, 139, 142 ; revival of in West, 
191-195; of Italian towns, 192-193, 
332, 381, 387, 498-500, 505 ; of Sicily, 
320; of German towns, 382, 490-491, 
499; in 15th c., 505-506, 526. 

Commons, House of, 460, 465. See Knights 
of shire, Burgesses. 

Commonweal, War of, 473, 475; League 
of, 473, 474. 

Communes, 198; in Italy, 213-216. 

Compurgation, 54. 

Conciliar movement, 423, 431-439. 

Concordat of Worms, 208. 

Concordats of 15th century, 439. 

Confessions of St. Augustine, 21. 

Congregations, monastic, 160, 237. 

Conquete de Constantinople, of Villehar- 
douin, 377. 

Conrad I, duke of Franconia, King of 
Germany, 145. 

Conrad II of Germany, 152; policy of, 
153-154. 

Conrad III, King of Germany, 210, 213; 
and Second Crusade, 232. 

Conrad IV, King of Germany, 325. 

Conradin, son of Conrad IV, 326, 398. 


sss 

Consolation of Philosophy, by BoSthius, 
41. 

Constance, Council of, 432-437. 

Constance, heiress of Sicily, 218. 

Constance, Peace of, 216. 

Constantine, Emperor, 16, 18, 66. 

Constantine the African, medical writer, 
260. 

Constantinople, one of capitals of Roman 
Empire, 6, 8 ; patriarch of, 17 ; threat- 
ened by Ostrogoths, 38; Gregory the 
Great in, 58; key position of, 66-67, 
69, 70; resists two sieges, 81; attacked 
by Vikings of Russia, 107; siege of, 
by Arabs, 134; and iconoclastic con- 
troversy, 134-135; revival of classical 
studies at, 135-136; center of com- 
mercial revival, 136-137; struggle 
with land-owning aristocracy, 137; 
and decline of Empire, 138; inSuence 
on medieval science, 251-252; cap- 
tured by Crusaders, 328-329; by 
Turks, 494, SOS. 

Consuls in Italian towns, 215, 319. 

Cordova, leather of, 142, 194. 

Corpus juris Civitis, of Justinian, 70, 258. 
See Law, Roman. 

Corsica, conquest of by Saracens, 103. 

Cortenuova, battle of, 321. 

Cosimo dei Medici, 502, 504, 514, 517-518. 

Council, in English government, 460, 461, 
463, 465-466, 478. 

Council of Ten, 499. 

Counts, Frankish, 48, 50, 53; German, 
144-145; weakened by Otto IPs pol- 
icy, ISO. 

Couriand, 210. 

Courts of law, Anglo-Saxon, 176-177; 
Carolingian, 92 ; Church, 17, 185, 278- 
279, 280-281, 301, 308-311, 319; Eng- 
lish, 185, 273, 276-278, 367; feudal, 
110, 111, 117, 276-277; French, 290, 
292-293, 296, 359, 360; Germanic, 23- 
24, 40; Merovingian, 48, 49, 50, 53-56; 
Roman, 4; town, 197. 

Crecy, battle of, 458, 483. 

Crete, taken by Arabs, 78; reconquered by 
Eastern Empire, 135. 

Crusades, 163, 219-235, 326-333; Albigen- 
sian, 307-308; Children’s, 329-330; 
First, 221-228; Second, 231-232, 290- 
291; Third, 233-235; Fourth, 300, 
326-329, 494; Fifth, 330; Frederick 
II’s, 318; Sixth, 330-331; Seventh, 
331; in Spain, 335-336; against Turks, 
494-495; influence of on West, 230, 
332-333. 
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Curialcs, 10-11. 

Curia regis, in England, 18S, 272, 278, 416; 

in France, 290, 292-293, 296, 3S9. 
Cyprus, conquered by Richard I, 234. 
Czechs, converted to Roman Catholicism, 
135. See Bohemia. 

Dacia, conquest by Germans, 27. 
Damascus, seat of Ommiads, 79, 80; cap- 
ital removed from, 138; steel of, 142; 
attacked by Second Crusade, 232. 
Damietta, captured by Crusaders, 330. 
“Dance of Death,” 526. 

Danegeld, 179, 186. 

Danelaw, 106. 

.Danes, invasions of, 104 ;. settlement in 
England, 106, 108, 175-176, 179; 
checked by Arnulf, 143, 145; con- 
verted, 337. 

Dante, 376, 406, 482, 500, 508, 509, 510, 
512, 513. 

Danzig, Hanseatic town, 490. 

Decameron, 511-512. 

Decretum, by Gratian, 257, 259. 

Defensor Pads, 424, 425. 

Denmark, Kingdom of, 337; war of, with 
Hanseatic League, 490-491. 

Desiderius, Lombard king, 88. 

Despensers, 453-454. 

Diet, German, 483. 

Dinant, 194. 

Diocletian, Roman emperor, 2, 16. 

Divine Comedy, of Dante, 508, 509. 

Djinns, 72. 

Doge of Venice, 499. 

Domesday Book, 186-187. 

Dominic, St., 311-312. 

Dominican Order, 308, 311-312, 314-316; 

and learning, 312, 350, 352. 
Dominium, definition and place in feudal- 
ism, 110-111. 

Domremy, birthplace of Jeanne d’Arc, 
469, 470. 

Donatist heresy, 304. 

Donatislae, 53. 

Donatus, grammarian, 52. 

Dorylaeum, battle of, 225. 

Drogo, leader of Normans, 172-173. 
Duchy, in government of Franks, 48; in 
Germany, 144, 146. 

Du Guesclin, French general, 459, 469. 
Dunstan, archbishop of Canterbury, 176. 
Diirer, Albrecht, engraver, 531. 

Dyle, victory of Arnulf at, 143. 

Eastern Empire, see Empire, Byzantine. 
East Mark, see Austria. 


Eckhart, Master, 528-529. 

Edessa, county of, 225-226, 231. 

Edith, wife of Henry I, 180. 

Edmund Ironsides, 179. 

Edmund, son of Henry III, 363. 

Education, in late Roman Empire, 12-13; 
under Ostrogoths, 40-41 ; under Mero- 
vingians, 51-53; revival of by Charles 
the Great, 93-94; cathedral schools, 
164, 165, 166, 247, 255; in 12th c., 247, 
260-264; in 13th c., 344-353; during 
Renaissance, 516-519, 524-525; in 
Germany, 530-531. See Universities. 

Edward the Confessor, King of England, 
179-180. 

Edward I, King oiKngland, 366, 402, 412- 
419, 452; and Seventh Crusade, 331, 
366; quarrel with Boniface VIII, 
404. 

Edward II, King of England, 453-454, 455. 

Edward III, King of England, 454-456, 
458-461, 525; bankruptcy of, 502. 

Edward IV, King of England, 478-479. 

Edward V, King of England, 479. 

Edward, son of Edward III, see Black 
Prince. 

Egypt, and the Empire of the East, 68, 69 ; 
conquest by Arabs, 78, 134; independ- 
ent of Caliphate, 138, 141; and 
Crusades, 318, 327, 330-331. 

Einhard, secretary of Charles the Great, 
83, 86, 88, 90, 91, 93, 94, 96. 

Einsiedeln, abbey of, 488. 

Eleanor of Aquitaine, wife of Louis VII, 
290-292; wife of Henry II, 275, 292; 
and chivalry, 374. 

Electors, German, 484. 

Empire, Byzantine or Eastern, 38, 42, 57- 
58, 66-70, 78, 90, 133-138, 172; and 
Crusaders, 220, 223-226, 234; con- 
quered by Fourth Crusade, 328-329; 
revived, 329; struggle with Turks, 
494. 

Empire, Carolingian, 90-92, 94, 96-102, 
142. 

Empire, Holy Roman of the German Na- 
tion, 133, 148-149; under the Ottos, 
149-157; importance of, 156-157; in 
11th and 12th centuries, 200-219; and 
Innocent III, 299-300; in 13th c., 316- 
326, 481-482 ; in 14th and 15th cen- 
turies, 482-485. 

Empire, Roman, 1-12, 15-16, 30-38, 39. 

England, under Anglo-Saxons, 174-183; 
under William I, 183-188; from 1087 
to 1215, 270-288; from 1216 to 1272, 
361-369, 392; under Edward I, 402, 



Index 


557 


. 411-419; in 14th c., 452-463; in ISth 
c., 463-469, 476-480. See Britain. 

English law, see Law, Kngli.sh. 

English literature, 449-430. 

Enqiieteurs, 338. 

Estatcs-Gcneral, 410, 471. 

Ethelbcrt, king of Kent, 63, 

Ethelred, King of England, 178-179. 

Eudes, Frankish king, son of Robert the 
Strong, 107. 

Eugenius IV, pope, 438-439. 

Evesham, battle of, 366. 

Exchequer, 272-273, 275. 

Expectancies, 422. 

Extents, manorial, 393-394. 

Eyck, Jan van, 451. 

Fabliaux, 390, 391, 394, 512. 

Fairs, 387-388. 

Faroes, invaded by Northmen, 104. 

Ferdinand, king of Aragon, 492-493. 

Feudalism, 102, 109-120; in England, 179- 
180, 184, 274; in France, 167, 169-172, 
360; in Germany, 143, 144, 145, 151, 
152-153, 217-218; in Italy, 154, 498; 
in Normandy, 170. 

Feudutn, see Fief, 115. 

Ficino, Marsilio, humanist, 518. 

Fiefs, 85, 114-115; in England, 184; in 
Germany, 153; in Italy, 154. 

Flagellants, Order of the, 447-448. 

Flanders, county of, 170, 193-194, 289, 382, 
409, 415, 435, 436, 473. 

Florence, 383, 500-503, 314, 516, 518. 

Fondaco dei Tedeschi, 499. 

Fontenay, battle of, 99. 

Fontevrault, Order of, 240. 

Forest law, 187. 

Formosus, pope, trial of, 130; Arnulf 
crowned emperor by, 143. 

France, granted to Charles the Bald in 
division of Empire, 100-101 ; invaded 
by Northmen, 104, 105; invaded by 
Magyars, 108; civil war in, between 
Carolingians and family of count of 
Paris, 143; and Otto the Great, 147; 
under early Capetians, 166-172; from 
1108 to 1223, 288-296, 306-308; from 
1223 to 1270, 356-361; under Philip 
IV, 402-403, 408-411 ; in 14th c., 452, 
455-459, 464-465 ; in 15th c., 466-475. 
See Gaul. 

Francesco Sforza, duke of Milan, 503-504. 

Franche-Comte, 409, 487. 

Francis, St., 312-313. 

Franciscan Order, 308, 313-316, 343, 400, 
423; and learning, 350, 352. 


Franconia, duchy of, 144, 146. 

Franks, Ripuarian, 29; Salian, 29; settle 
in Gaul, 35, 36, 44 ; under Clovis, 44- 
46; Merovingian kingdom of, 47-57; 
under Carolingians, 82-95, 96-102. 

Frederick I (Barbarossa) , King of Ger- 
many, 211-218; and Third Crusade, 
233. 

Frederick II, Emperor and King of Sicily, 
299-300, 316-325, 330, 343, 344, 348, 
350, 488. 

Frederick III, King of Germany, 485, 487. 

Frederick of Austria, 483. 

Frederick of Biiren, 208. 

Frederick, duke of Urbino, 524. 

French literature, 248-250, 375-378, 390- 
391. 

French prose, beginnings of, 376-377, 449. 

Freguens, decree, 436. 

Friars, 311-316, 343, 391. 

Frisians, subdued by Pippin, 82-83 ; Boni- 
face missionary to, 84-85 ; territory of, 
invaded by Danes, 104; granted to 
Viking chief, 105; lost by Northmen, 
106. 

Froissart, historian, 449, 457. 

Fuggers, merchants of Augsburg, 491. 

Fulda, monastery of, 84, 85. 

Fulk Nerra, count of Anjou, 220. 

Fyrd, 182, 187. 


Gaberic, leader of the Vandab, 34. 

Galen, 348. 

Galla Placidia, 33, 35. 

Gallipoli, capture of, 494. 

Garde Frainet, Saracen base, 103. 

Garigliano, Saracen base, 103. 

Garter, Order of the, 525. 

Gascony, 82, 275, 283, 359, 364. See Aqui- 
taine. 

Gaul, prefecture of, 3; Visigoths in, 32, 
33; Huns in, 36; and Clovis, 45-46; 
Germans in, 44-57 ; Celtic missionaries 
in, 65; conquests in, by Arabs, 80-81. 

Genghis Khan, Mongol emperor, 341-342. 

Genoa, 43, 192, 330; gains ports in Holy 
Land, 231; defeated by Venice, 499. 

Gepidae, 43. 

Gerbert, (Sylvester I), and Otto III, 150, 
151, 1S3IJ life, 164-166. 

Germania of Tacitus, 22, 23. 

German liteiature, 376, 395-396, 449. 

Germans, early, 22-28; migrations of, 28- 
38; kingdoms of, 38-51, 53-57. See 
Franks, Lombards, Ostrogoths, Vbi* 
goths, Germany, 
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Germany, granted to Loub in division of 
Empire, 100, 101 ; history of from 900 
to 1056, 142-157; from 1056 to 1190, 
201 ff.; from 1190 to 1216, 299-300; 
from 1216 to 1272, 320-321, 325, 395- 
396; from 1272 to ISOO, 480-491; ex- 
pansion to East, 145, 147, 210, 338, 
340, 495-496. See Empire, Holy Ro- 
man. 

Gero, 147. 

Gerson, theologian, 431. 

Ghibelline party, 209, 299. 

Ghirlandaio, painter, 521. 

Gian Galeazzo, of Visconti family, 503- 
504. 

Gibbon, E., 133, 224. 

Gilds, 385-387, 445, 501. 

Giotto, Italian painter, 520. 

Glarus, Swiss canton, 488. 

Gloucester, statute of, 413. 

Godfrey, duke of Lorraine, crusader, 222- 
224; ruler of Jerusalem, 228. 

Godwin, earl of Wessex, 180. 

Golden Book, 499. 

Golden Bull, of Hungary, 339; of Holy 
Roman Empire, 484. 

GoUardi, wandering students, 248. 

Gothic architecture, 141, 266-269, 353-354, 
450; in Itaiy, 507. 

Gtammont, Order of, 236. 

Granada, kingdom of, 336, 492, 493. 

Gratian, canon lawyer, 257, 259. 

Greek literature, in Byzantine Empire, 
135-136; translated into Arabic, 139; 
influence on Mohammedan scholars, 
140-141; studied by Otto III, 150; 
study of in Renaissance, 516-517. 

Greenland, settled by Northmen, 104, 105. 

Gregory the Great, pope, 58-59, 60, 63, 64, 
127. 

Gregory V, pope, 151. 

Gregory VI, pope, 154, 155. 

Gregory VII, pope, 203-207, 220, 303-304. 

Gregory IX, pope, 308, 318-319, 321, 345, 

Gregory X, pope, 398. 

Gregory XI, pope, 427. 

Gregory XII, pope, 434-435. 

Gregory of Tours, Bishop, 44, 45, 46, SI, 
S3, 54. 

Groot, Gerard, founder of Brothers of 
Common Life, 529. 

Guelf party, 209, 299. 

Guibert, abbot of Nogent, 302. 

Guicciardini, 524. 

Guillaume de Lorris, 378. 

Guillaume de Nogaret, see Nogaret, Guil- 
laume de. 


Guntram, king of Franks, 54. 

Gutenberg, inventor of movable type, 531. 

Habsburg family, 481-482, 484-485, 487- 
488, 491, 493. 

Hales, treasurer of England, 462. 

Hanseatic League, 341, 490-491. 

Harold, King of England, 180-183. 

Harold Hardrada, King of Norway, 182. 

Haroun AI-Rashid, Mohammedan ruler, 
139. 

Hastings, battle of, 182-183. 

Hattin, battle of, 232. 

Hegira, 74. 

Heloise, 255. 

Henry I, King of England, 271-274, 282. 

Henry II, King of England, 275-282, 292, 
294; and Third Crusade, 233. 

Henry III, King of England, 288, 344, 359, 
362-369, 401. 

Henry IV, King of England, 463, 465-466. 

Henry V, King of England, 466-468. 

Henry VI, King of England, 468, 476-478. 

Henry VII, King of England, 479. 

Henry I, King of France, 168. 

Henry I (the Fowler), German king, 108, 
145. 

Henry II, King of Germany, 152, 154. 

Henry III, of Germany, 154, 339; and 
Church reformers, 154-156, 161. 

Henry IV, King of Germany, 201-207, 338. 

Henry V, King of Germany, 207-208, 289. 

Henry VI, King of Germany, 218-219, 233; 
holds Richard I for ransom, 235. 

Henry VII, King of Germany, 482-483. 

Henry, nominal King of Germany, son of 
Frederick II, 320-321. 

Henry of Bracton, treatise of on English 
law, 367. 

Henry the Lion, duke of Saxony, 210, 211, 
217, 218. 

Henry the Proud, duke of Saxony and 
Bavaria, 210. 

Heresy, Albigensian, 306-308, 310; Arian, 
18; Donatist, 304; Manichean, 19, 
306; Pelagian, 21; Waldensian, 305- 
306, 310; in 13th c., 303-310; Jus- 
tinian and, 69; of Wycliffe, 429-430; 
of Huss, 430, 433-434, 437. 

Herman Billung, ruler of Saxony, 147. 

Herrings, migration of, 491. 

Hesse, Boniface missionary to, 84. 

Hildebrand, see Gregory VII. 

Hincmar, archbishop of Rfaeims, 55, 101; 
struggle with pope, 128-129. 

Hindu numerical system, 139. 

Hippo, siege of, 34. 
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Bistoire de Guillaume le Marechal, 377. 

Bistory of the Pranks, by Gregory of 
Tours, 44. 

Hohenstaufen family, origin of, 209 ; rulers 
of Germany, 210-219, 320-321,- 32S; 
struggle with Guelfs, 209-210, 239; 
relations with papacy, 214-219, 316- 
326, 399. 

Hohenzollerns, 486-487, 496. 

Holy Lance, 226-228. 

Holy Roman Empire, see Empire, Holy 
Roman. 

Homer, 135, 510. 

Honorius, emperor at Ravenna, 31, 33, 35, 
67. 

Honorius III, pope, 311, 318. 

Hospital, Order of, 242-243. 

Household, in English government, 414, 
453-454, 460. 

Hugh, King of Italy, 130. 

Hugh Capet, King of France, 165, 167. 

Hugh the Great, crusader, 222, 224. 

Humanism, 509, 515-519, 521-522, 524. 

Hundred Years’ War, 457-459, 466-471; 
origins of, 415, 456. 

Hundreds, origin of, 176. 

Hundred-courts, 176. 

Hungarians, 29. See Magyars. 

Hungary, kingdom of, created, 108, 109, 
154, 339-340, 342, 484, 487. 

Huns, description of, 29-30; invasions of, 
29-30, 36; attack on Ostrogoths, 30; 
on Visigoths, 30 ; and Aetius, 36. 

Hunyadi, Janos, Hungarian king, 495. 

Huss, 425, 433-434. 

Iceland, settled by Northmen, 104, 105. 

Iconoclasm, in Byzantine Empire, 134-135. 

Imitation of Christ, of Thomas a Kempis, 
449, 528, 530. 

Immunities, definition. 111; increase of, 

112 . 

Indulgences, sale of, 400, 422, 429. 

Industry and manufacturing, in Roman 
Empire, 6-7 ; among early Germans, 
23; in Byzantine Empire, 136; in 
Mohammedan Empire, 142; in Flan- 
ders, 193; in Florence, 500-501. See 
Cloth industry. 

Ingeborg, wife of Philip Augustus, 294- 
295. 

Innocent II, pope, 238. 

Innocent III, pope, 284-285, 294, 298-300, 
307, 316, 326-329, 345. 

Innocent IV, pope, 322, 324. 

Inquest, 186, 276, 278, 308. See jury. 

Inquisition, 308-311, 493. 


Interregnum in Germany, 325, 481. 

Investiture, lay, 203, 208, 271. 

Investiture struggle, 203-209. 

Ireland,- 63, 65, 104, 105 ; Viking kingdom 
in, 105-106, 107; English in, 282. 

Irene, Empress, 90. 

Imerius, teacher of Roman law, 258. 

Isabella, ruler of Castile, 492-493. 

Isabelle of Angouleme, wife of John, 283. 

Isabelle of Brienne, heiress of Jerusalem, 
318. 

Islam, 76, 77, 139; dogmas of, and Plato, 
140-141. 

Italian literature, 323, 376, 508-513, 523- 
524. 

Italy, invaded by Alaric, 32; by Attila, 36; 
Ostrogoths in, 38; under Theodoric, 
40-42; reconquered by Justinian, 42- 
68; Lombards in, 42-44, 57-58; given 
to Lothair’s son, 100; raided by Sara- 
cens, 102-103, 129; invaded by Vi- 
kings, 105; by Magyars, 108, 129; an- 
archy of, and papacy, 129-131; cities 
of, and trade, 136-137; ruled by Ger- 
man kings, 143, 147-150, 211-219, 318- 
322, 326; Normans in, 172-174; in 
13th c., 381-382, 392 ; in Renaissance, 
497-525. 

Itinerant justices, 273, 277. 

Jacques van Artevelde, leader of Flemings, 
456. 

Jagello, King of Lithuania and Poland, 
496. 

Janissaries, corps of, 494. 

Jan van Eyck, 451. 

Jean of Jandun, 424-425. 

Jean de Meung, 378. 

Jeanne d’Arc, 469-470. 

Jerome, St., 20. 

Jerome of Prague, 434, 522. 

Jerusalem, 80, 135; conquered by Crusa- 
ders, 228; by Saladin, 232-233; re- 
gained by Frederick II, 318; lost to 
Saracens, 323, 330; kingdom of, 229, 
231, 232, 318, 330-331. 

Jesi, birth-place of Frederick II, 324. 

Jews, 72; money-lenders, 384; writers of 
Arabic philosophical treatises, 141; 
attacked by Crusaders, 223; by Fla- 
gellants, 448; legislation against, 302, 
384, 409; in Spain, 492, 493. 

Joanna, heiress of Spain, 487. 

Jocelin of Brakelonde, chronicler, 244. 

John Balliol, king of Scots, 415. 

John, King of Bohemia, 482-483. 

John, King of England, 283-288, 294, 295. 
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John the Fearless, duke of Burgundy, 466, 
467. 

John “the Good,” King of France, 4S8- 
4S9, 464, S2S. 

John of Gaunt, duke of Lancaster, 461, 
462. 

John of Planocarpini, Franciscan mission- 
ary, 343. 

John of Salisbury, 247, 254. 

John X, pope, 130. 

John XI, pope, 130. 

John XII, pope (also Octavian, “Prin- 
ceps”) , son of Albcric “Princeps,” 131 ; 
deposed by Otto the Great, 148. 

John XXII, pope, 422-423, 483. 

John XXIII, pope, 432-434. 

Joinville, historian and crusader, 331, 358, 
377. 

Jordanes, Gothic historian, 30. 

Jubilee, papal, 404. 

Judith, wife of Louis the Pious, 98. 

Jury, development of under Henry II, 276- 
278; in 13th c., 367. 

Justin, Eastern Emperor, 67. 

Justinian, 42, 57, 67-70; Corpus Juris of, 
70. 

Jutes, invasions of Britain by, 35. 


Kaaba, Arabian sanctuary, 72 ; purified by 
Mohammed, 75. 

Kalka, battle of, 341. 

Kent, 63, 64. 

Kerbogha, Turkish leader, 226-227. 
Khadija, cousin and wife of Mohammed, 
73. 

Khiva, captured by Mohammedans, 81. 
Kiersy, assembly of, 112. 

Kiev, princes of, 340. 

Kingmaker, earl of Warwick, 478. 

Knights of shire in Parliament, 365-366, 
417-419, 460. See Commons, House of. 
Knights of the Sword, 337, 341. 
Konigsberg, Hanseatic town, 490. 

Koran, 73, 75-77. 


Lactantius, tax-collectors described by, 5. 
Ladislas, King of Bohemia and Hungary, 
487. 

Lagny, fair of, 387. 

Lancastrian family, 463, 476, 479. 
Lanfranc, abbot of Bee, 181; archbishop 
of Canterbury, 185. 

Languedoc, 306, 307, 310, 357, 372-373. 
Las Navas de Tolosa, battle of, 336. 
Lateran Coiinril. Third, .30.4. 


Lateran Council, Fourth, 300-302, 313. 

Latin Empire of Constantinople, 329. 

Latin language, and Romance dialects, 51 ; 
spoken by Justinian, 67; Greek works 
translated into, 135-136; studied in 
12th c., 246-247. See Humanism. 

Law, Anglo-Saxon, 177. 

Law, canon, 257, 259-260, 347. 

Law, English, 276-278, 367, 413-414. 

Law, Roman, codification among German 
tribes, 50; Corpus Juris of Justinian, 
70; revived in 12th c., 258-259; study 
of, 347. 

League of Upper Germany, 489. 

Learning, state of in Roman Empire, 12- 
13; encouraged by Theodoric, 40-41; 
after Frankish conquest, 51-53, 57; 
monasteries as centers of, 61, 65; 
under Ommiads, 79-80; interest in by 
Charles the Great, 93-94; in Byzan- 
tine Empire, 135-136; under Abbasid 
caliphs, 139-141; revival of interest in 
11th c., 164 if.; in 12th c., 246-247, 
251-264; in 13th c., 344, 347-353, 376- 
377; interest of nobles in, 376-377; in 
Renaissance, 509-510, 515-519, 523- 
524. 

Lecbfeld, Magyars defeated at, 108, 147. 

Legnano, battle of, 216. 

Leo the Great, pope, 34, 36. 

Leo III, pope, coronation of Charles the 
Great by, 90-91. 

Leo IX, pope, 155-156; and church re- 
form, 156, 161. 

Leo X, pope, 519. 

Leon, kingdom of, 334. 

Leonardo of Pisa, mathematician, 350. 

Leonardo da Vinci, painter, 521, 523. 

Letter to Posterity, of Petrarch, 509. 

Letts, 337. 

Lewes, battle of, 365. 

Lewis the Bavarian, emperor, 423-424, 
483. 

LUet Juris, decree, 483. 

Lille, 409. 

Lisbon, conquered by Christians, 335. 

Lithuanians, 337, 495; unite with Poles, 
496. 

Livery and maintenance, 477. 

Livre du Tresor, of Brunetto Latini, 353, 
376. 

Llewelyn, Prince of Wales, 415. 

Logic, study of, 254-258. 

Lollards, 430. 

Lombards, location of, 29, 42-43 ; invasions 
of Italy by, 42-44, 57 ; threaten Rome, 
59 ; missionary work among, 65 : de- 
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feated by Franks, 87; conquered by 
Charlemagne, 88; in Southern Italy, 
172-173. 

Lombard bankers, 384, 387. 

Lombard League, 216, 320, 321. 

London, 389, 390. 

Lorenzo dei Medici (the Magnificent), 
502, 514, 518. 

Lorraine, (Lotharingia), 100; duchy of, 
■ 144; incorporated in German king- 
dom, 145, 146, 147, 154; French in- 
fluence in, 409, 474. 

Lothair, son of Clovis, 46, 47. 

Lothair, son of Louis the Pious, 97 ; strug- 
gles with family, 98-99; portion of 
Empire assigned to, 99-100; and vas- 
salage, 113-114. 

Lothair II, King of Lotharingia, 100; dis- 
ciplined by pope, 128. 

Lothair II, duke of Sa.xony, King of Ger- 
many, 209-210, 239. 

Lotharingia, given to Lothair II, 100. See 
Lorraine. 

Louis the Child, son of Emperor Arnulf, 
144-145. 

Ix>uis the German, son of Louis the Pious, 
98; struggles with brothers, 98-100; 
and vassalage, 113-114; kingdom of, 
142. 

Louis, duke of Orleans, 466. 

Loub the Pious, Emperor, 96-98. 

Louis II, Emperor, 100, 129. 

Louis V, last Carolingian king of France, 
167. 

Louis VI, King of France, 289-290. 

Louis VII, King of France, 290-293 ; and 
Second Crusade, 231. 

Louis VIII, King of France, 356-357 ; in- 
vades England, 288; leads Albigensian 
Crusade, 308. 

Loub IX (St. Louis) , King of France, 315, 
322, 357-361, 365, 389, 401; and Cru- 
sades, 330-331. 

Louis X, King of France, 455. 

Louis XI, King of France, 439, 472-475. 

Liibeck, foundation of, 210; and Hanseatic 
League, 490. 

Lucerne, Swbs canton, 488. 

Luxembourg family, 430, 482-484, 496. 

Luxeuil, monastery of, 65. 

Lyons, Council of, 322. 

Lyons, pilbged by Arabs, 81 ; annexed by 
France, 409. 


Machiavelli, 524. 

Mad Parliament, 364. 


Magna Carta, 286-288, 362, 363. 

Magna Moralia of Gregory the Great, 58- 
59. 

Magyars, 102 ; raids of, 108, 135 ; settle- 
ment of, 108-109; defeated by Henry 
the Fowler, 145, by Otto the Great, 
147. See Hungary. 

Mainz, archbishop of, 147, 484. 

Major domus, 49. 

Manfred, King of Sicily, 325-326, 336, 343. 

Manicbean heresy, 19, 306, 

Mansus, definition of, 92. 

Manzikert, battle of, 137. 

Marcel, Etienne, head of Parb merchants, 
464, 467. 

Marcbfeld, battle of, 482, 

Margaret of Anjou, wife of Henry VI, 
476. 

Margaret Maultasch, heiress of Tyrol, 487. 

Marozia, 130, 154. 

Marriage o) Mercury and Philology, by 
Martianus Capella, 13, 53. 

Martianus Capella, 13, 53. 

Marsiglio of Padua, 424-425, 429, 432. 

Martin V, pope, 437, 438. 

Mary, heiress of Burgundy, 474, 487. 

Masaccio, Florentine painter, 520-521. 

Matilda, daughter of Henry I, 274-275. 

Maximilian of Habsburg, 474, 484, 487. 

Mecca, 72, 74; taken by Mohammed, 75; 
pilgrimage to, 77 ; capital of Arab 
Empire moved from, 79. 

Medici family, 502-503, 514, 517-518, 519. 

Medicine, study of, 260, 348. 

Medina, or Yatrib, and Mohammed, 74, 
75. 

Meier Helmbrethi, 395. 

Memel, Hanseatic town, 490. 

Memiing, Hans, painter, 451. 

Mercantilism, origins of, 501, 504, 505. 

Mercia, 175. 

Merovingians, dynasty of, 46; e.xpansion 
and strength, 47 ; government of, 47- 
49, 111; civilization of Gaul under, 
49-57 ; and Gregory, 59. 

Mersen, treaty of, 100. 

Mesopotamia, Mohammedan capital in, 
138, 141. 

Michael, Emperor at Constantinople, 127. 

Michael Scot, scholar, 349. 

Michelangelo, 520, 521, 524. 

Milan, 214-216, 383, 503-504. 

Military service, among Franks, 49; under 
Charles the Great, 92-93, 113; in feu- 
dalism, 117 ; in 10th c. Germany, 143; 
in Normandy, 170; in Sicily, 174; in 
Anglo-Saxon England, 177 ; in Nor- 
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Military service (Continued) 

man England, 184, 244; in 13tli c., 
371. 

Minisleriales, 202, 211. 

Missi dominici, 92. 

Missionaries, 30-31, 39, 83-83, 343. 

Model Parliament, 417. 

Mohammed, 71, 72; life, 73-73; precepts 
of, 76-77. 

Mohammedans, see Moslems. 

Mohammedan Empire, 77-81, 133, 137- 
139. 

Monasticism, beginnings of, 19-20; effect 
of Benedictine rule on, 60-63 ; Colum- 
ban and, 63; source of reform move- 
ment, 139-160; in 12th c., 236-246. 

Mongols, 29, 341-343. 

Mongol Empire, 341-343, 494. 

Monte Casino, monastery of, 60, 103. 

Montereau, conference of, 467. 

Montferrat, marquis of, 328, 329. 

Montlhery, castle, 168, 289. 

Montpellier, 194; merchants of, 387. 

Montpellier, university of, 347-349. 

Moors in Spain, 492, 493. 

Moravia, 133. 

Morgarten, battle of, 488. 

Morocco, attacked by Vikings, 103; inde- 
pendence from Caliphate, 138. 

Mortimer, lover of Queen Isabella, 434. 

Mortmain, statute of, 402. 

Moscow, Grand Dukes of, 491, 496. 

Moslems, 76; religion of, 76-77; civiliza- 
tion of, 139-142; in Spain, 103, 138, 
142, 231, 333-334; of Africa, con- 
quests of, 103; trade with Italian cit- 
ies, 137; and European trade, 139, 
142; relations with Crusaders, 229- 
230; influence on 12th c. Renaissance, 
230-233; on chivalry, 373. 

Mulvian Bridge, victory at, 16. 

Mussulmans, see Moslems. 

Mysticism, 449, 328-330. 

Nafels, battle of, 488, 489. 

Naples, 43, 172; kingdom of, 311; con- 
quered by Spain, 493. 

Naples, University of, 324, 343, 348. 

Narbonne, held by Arabs, 81, 87, 132. 

Narses, general of Justinian, 42, 

Nationalism, beginings of in England, 362, 
368, 479; in France, 403, 467, 468, 
469-470; in Bohemia, 430; at Council 
of Constance, 434; in 15th c., 506, 
527. 

“Nations,” at Council of Constance, 434, 
437; in universities, 345-346. 


Navarre; kingdom of, 334, 492. 

Neapolitan Academy, 519. 

Ncidhart von Reuenthal, 396. 

Neo-Platonism, 140, 317-318, 323. 

Nepotism, 438, 440. 

Netherlands, 382, 473, 474, 487, 491, 329. 
See Flanders. 

Neustria, 82 ; subjected by Charles Martel, 
83. 

New Forest, 187. 

Nicaea, conquered by Crusaders, 225. 

Nicaea, Council of, 18. 

Nicholas I, pope, struggles to enforce au- 
thority, 127-129. 

Nicholas II, pope, 201, 203. 

Nicholas V, pope, founder of Vatican li- 
brary, 440, 318. 

Nicopolis, battle of, 494. 

Nika riots, 69. 

Nobles, in Roman Empire, 8-9; among 
early Germans, 24, 23; in feudal pe- 
riod, 109-120; in 13th c., 369-381; in 
later middle ages, 444, 452; in Eng- 
land, 178-180, 282, 284, 286-288, 362- 
366, 368, 419, 452-455, 460-461, 463, 
476-477; in France, 166-172, 289, 357, 
411, 452, 472 , 473; in Germany, 142- 
145, 205-207, 320-321, 482; in Hun- 
gary, 339; in Sicily, 319. 

Nogaret, Guillaume de, 405-407. 

Noirmoutier, 105. 

Norbert, founder of Order of Premontri, 
241, 303. 

Norman Conquest, results of, 184-187, 

Normandy, conquest of by Northmen, 
106; duchy of, 170, 272, 273, 283, 
289; feudalism in, 170. 

Normans, in Southern Italy, 172-174; in 
Anglo-Saxon England, 179-180, 187. 

Northmen, 102 ; invasions of, 103-108 ; ex- 
pansion checked, 107-108 ; new attack 
on England, 179; conversion of, 337. 

Northumbria, 64, 173. 

Norway, Kingdom of, 337. 

Novgorod, 340-341, 342, 490, 491. 

Nureddin, Moslem ruler, 231. 

Niirnberg, Diet of, 482. 

Ockham, William, 424, 429. 

Octavian, “Princeps” (also John XU, 
Pope), son of Alberic, “Princeps,” 
131. 

Odin, German god, 84. 

Odovacar, mercenary leader, ruler of Italy, 
37-38. 

Oissel, 103. 

Olaf, St., King of Norway, 337. 
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Omar, follower and successor to Moham- 
med, 74, 78. 

Ommiads, revolt against Ali, 78-79; rule 
of, 79-80 ; expansion of, 80-81 ; de- 
feated by Abbasids, 138; in Spain, 
138, 141-142, 333-334; interest in 
learning, 79-80, 139. 

Ordeals, 54-SS, 302. 

Ordonnance Cabochicnne, 467. 

Orkhan, son of Othman, 494. 

Orkneys, invaded by Northmen, 104. 

Orleans, cathedral school of, 247 ; siege of, 
469. 

Orleans, University of, 347. 

Orsini family, 212, 399. 

Osman, see Othman. 

Ostrogoths, location of, 28; subdued by 
Huns, 30; rebellion under Theodoric, 
38; kingdom in Italy, 38; conquered 
by Justinian, 42, 46, S7. 

Othman, follower and successor of Mo- 
hammed, 74, 7S, 78. 

Othman (or Osman), Turkish leader, 494. 

Otto I, the Great, King of Germany, 146- 
147, ISl, 16S; in Italy, 147-150; rela- 
tions with France, 166. 

Otto II, son of Otto the Great, ISO, 165; 
and France, 166. 

Otto III, King of Germany, 150-152, 154, 
165. 

Otto IV, King of Germany, 285, 299-300. 

Otto of Freising, 211, 214, 239, 339. 

Ottokar, king of Bohemia, 482. 

Ottoman Turks, 493-495. 

Oxford, University of, 345. 


Painting, in North, 450-451 ; in Italy, 520- 
521. 

Palestine, conquest by Arabs, 78. See Jeru- 
salem. 

Papacy, origins, 44, 58; in Frankish pe- 
riod, 46, 149; in 10th c., 151-156; at 
Avignon, 421-428; during Schism and 
Councils, 427-429, 431-437; during 
Renaissance, 437-441 ; financial de- 
mands of, 331, 368, 400-401, 421-423, 
437, 438; growth of administrative 
power of, 243-244, 284, 301, 400, 421, 
437; political leadership of, 149, 200, 
220, 235, 298-300, 398-399; relations 
with Empire, 151-152, 154-156, 201- 
208, 213-216, 316, 326, 363, 364, 399, 
423-425, 481, 483; relations with Eng- 
land, 284-285, 362, 364, 368, 401, 404, 
439; relations with France, 401, 403- 
406, 421, 439. See Church. 
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Papal elections, 201, 203, 238, 400-401, 406, 
427, 437. 

Papal states, genesis of, 44; under Inno- 
cent III, 298-299; in 13th c., 399; in 
14th c., 426; in ISth c., 438, 440. See 
Rome. 

Paris, count of, quarrels with Carolingians, 
143. 

Paris, schools of, 255-256, 262; University 
of, 262-263, 312, 345-347, 348, 349, 
351, 352, 424, 431. 

Parlement, 359, 360. 

Parliament, under Henry III, 363, 366; 
and Simon de Montfort, 365-366; un- 
der Edward I, 412, 416-419; in 14th 
and ISth centuries, 422, 453, 454, 460- 
461, 463, 466, 477, 480. 

Paschal II, pope, 208. 

Pastor, Catholic historian, 425. 

Patrick, St., 63. 

Paul the Deacon, Carolingian scholar, 94. 

Paulinus, bishop, 64, 94. 

Pavia, synod of, 155. 

Pavia-Siena, Council of, 438. 

Peace of God, 162-163, 170. 

Peasants, life of, 392-397, 446; rebellions 
of, 446, 462-463 , 464, 485-486, 487- 
488. 

Peking, captured by Mongols, 341 ; Chris- 
tians in, 343. 

Pelagianism, 21. 

Percy family, 466. 

Persia, Sassanid kingdom of, 1, 68; con- 
quest by Arabs, 78, 79; support of 
Abbasids by, 138; Mongols in, 343. 

Perugia, 43, 44. 

Petchenegs, 29. 

Peter III, King of Aragon, 336. 

Peter Bartholomew and the Holy Lance, 
226-228. 

Peter the Hermit, 222-223, 226. 

Peter Lombard, theologian, 257, 351. 

Peter of Pisa, teacher of Charles the Great, 
93, 94. 

Peter the Venerable, abbot of Cluny, 237, 
243. 

Peter dc Vineis, minister of Frederick II, 
324. 

Peter Waldo, founder of Waldensian her- 
esy, 305, 313. 

Petrarch, 422, 508-511, 516, 525. 

Philip I, King of France, 168-169, 289. 

Philip II (Augustus), King of France, 235, 
282, 283, 285, 288, 293-296, 356; and 
Third Cru.sade, 233, 234. 

Philip III, King of France, 399-400. 

Philip IV (the Fair) , King of France, 344, 
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Philip I\' [Continued) 

402-403, 408-411, 414-415, 452; quar- 
rel with Boniface Vlll, 404-407. 
Philip V, King of France, 455. 

Philip VI, King of France, 455-456, 458. 
Philip the Good, duke of Burgundy, 467- 
468, 470, 472. 

Philip of Habsburg, 493. 

Philip the Hardy, duke of Burgundy, son 
of King John the Good, 466. 

Philip of Hohenstaufen, 299. 

Philip, son of Maximilian, 487. 
Philosophy, study of, 253-258, 351-352, 
517-518, 523. 

Photius, patriarch of Constantinople, 128. 
Piacenza, Council of, 220. 

Pico della Mirandola, humanist, 518. 
Piero dei Medici, 502. 

Pierre d’Ailly, theologian, 431. 

Piers Plowman, 461-462. 

Pietro di Morroni (Celestine V), pope, 
400, 401. 

Pilgrimages, to Holy Land, 220. 

Pipe-rolls, 273. 

Pippin, major domus, 82, 83, 84. 

Pippin, son of Charles Martel, king of 
France, 86 ; anointed by Stephen, 87 ; 
donation of, 87, 148; victories, 87. 
Pisa, 192 ; gains ports in Holy Land, 231 ; 

conquered by Florence, SOI. 

Pisa, Council of, 431-432. 

Pius H, pope, 440, 525. 

Plato, 135, 140, 518, 523. 

Platonic Academy of Florence, 517-518. 
Plow, improvements in, 189. 

Pluralities, canons against, 302. 

Podesla, 215, 319, 

Poetry, medieval Latin, 247-248; vernac- 
ular, 248-251, 324, 375-376, 395-396, 
449-450. 

Poggio, humanist, 521, 522, 525. 

Poitiers, defeat of Saracens at, 81 ; defeat 
of French at, 458. 

Poitou, county of, 275, 283. 

Poland, ISl, 154, 210, 338, 342, 495-496. 
Politian, Italian poet, 522. 

Pomponius Laetus, humanist, 518-519. 
Ponthieu, acquired by English, 459. 
Portugal, agriculture of modified by Arabs, 
142; kingdom of, 171, 300, 335, 492. 
Pragmatic Sanction of Bourges, 439, 475. 
Prague, University of, 430, 484. 
Premontre, Order of, 241. 

Frivols, 295. 

Printing, invention of, 519, 531. 

Priscian, grammarian, 52, 53. 

Privy Seal, 414. 


Prouille, monastery of, 311. 

Provence, seized by Franks, 47, 101; 
county of, 474. 

Provencal literature, 250, 307, 323, 375. 

Provins, fair of, 387. 

Provisions of Oxford, 364, 365. 

Prussia, 210, 325, 337, 338, 495-496. 

Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals, 127, 128. 

Quentin Durward, of Sir Walter Scott, 472. 

Qui Emptores, statute of, 413. 

Quintilian, influence on Renaissance, 516, 

Quo Warranto, 413-414. 

Radewyn, Florentius, 529. 

Raoul de Cambrai, chanson de, 249. 

Raoul Glaber, 164. 

Raphael, painter, 521. 

Ravenna, capital of Honorius, 31, 32, 43; 
exarch of, 44; conquered by Lom- 
bards, 86; Gerbert archbishop of, 165. 

Raymond, count of Toulouse, crusader, 
222-224, 226-228, 230. 

Raymond VI, count of Toulouse, accused 
of heresy, 307. 

Raymond VII, count of Toulouse, sur- 
renders lands to king, 357. 

Raymond, count of Tripoli, 232. 

Reason of state, 504-505. 

Rector, university official, 346. 

Reeves, 176-177. 

Reformation, 440, 528, 530. 

Relics, veneration of, 302. 

Renaissance, of 12th c., 246 S.; in Italy, 
506 ff. 

Renan, 406. 

Revel, Hanseatic town, 490. 

Reynard the Fox, 390, 391. 

Rheims, council of, 156; schools of, 165. 

Richard I (Lionheart), King of England, 
282-283, 294, 374; and Third Cru- 
sade, 233-235 ; ransom of, 235. 

Richard H, King of England, 461-463. 

Richard III, King of England, 479. 

Richard of Cornwall, King of the Romans, 
363. 

Richard, duke of York, 477, 478. 

Richemont, constable, 469, 470. 

Robert of Arbrissel, founder of Order of 
Fontevrault, 240. 

Robert Bruce, 415. 

Robert, count of Flanders, crusader, 222- 
224. 

Robert II, King of France, 167-168. 

Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln, 
350. 



Index 


565 


Robert Guiscard, leader of Normans, 173; 
attacks Byzantine Empire, 173, 224. 

Robert, duke of Normandy, father of Wil- 
liam the Conqueror, 220. 

Robert, duke of Normandy, son of Wil- 
liam the Conqueror, 1S8, 271, 272; in 
First Crusade, 222-224. 

Robert de Sorbon, founder of college of 
Sorbonne, 347. 

Robert the Strong, ancestor of the Cape- 
tians, 107. 

Robertian family, 147, 166-167. Set Cape- 
tians. 

Rodrigo Diaz, the Cid, 335. 

Roger Bacon, 350. 

Roger, bishop of Salisbury, 274. 

Roger, count of Sicily, 173. 

Roger II, king of Sicily, 173-174, 193. 

Rogier van der Weyden, painter, 451. 

Roland, Count, death of, 89. 

Roland, Song of, 249. 

Roman Academy, 518. 

Roman Empire, see Empire, Roman. 

Roman Law, see Law, Roman. 

Roman de la Rose, allegorical poem, 378. 

Romance languages, 51; early dialects, 99; 
in 10th and 11th centuries, 164. See 
French and Italian literature. 

Romances, medieval, 249. 

Romantic love, rise of, 250, 373-374. 

Romanesque architecture, 265-266. 

Romanus IV, Greek emperor, 137-138. 

Rome, captured by Visigoths, 32 ; by Van- 
dals, 34; threatened by Huns, 36; by 
Lombards, 43, 59, 86; popes and 
people of, 130-131, 212-213, 299, 399, 
426; sack of in 1527, 522-523. See 
Papal States. 

Roncagiia, Diet of, 215. 

Roncevalles, battle of, 89. 

Rudolph III, king of Burgundy, 153. 

Rudolph of Habsburg, King of Germany, 
325, 339, 481-482, 488. 

Russia, invasion of by Swedes, 107 ; state 
of commerce in, 107 ; becomes Chris- 
tian, 135 ; in 12th and 13th c., 340-341 ; 
conquered by Mongols, 342-343, 496. 

St. Alexis, Life of, 245-246, 305. 

St. Denis, monastery of, 256, 266-267, 291. 

St. Gall, monastery of, 65. 

St. Madou, church of, at Rouen, 354. 

St. Mark’s, cathedral of, 136. 

St. Ouen, of Rouen, church, 353. 

Sainte-Chapelle, 353. 

Saladin, ruler of Egypt and Syria, 232, 
234, 330. 


Saladin tithe, 233. 

Salerno, medical school of, 260-261, 348. 

Salutato, humanist, 516. 

Salic law, 56, 455, 474. 

Samarkand, captured by Mohammedans, 
81. 

Samson, abbot of St. Edmundsbury, 244. 

Sancho the Great, King of Navarre, 334. 

San Marco, monastery of, 514. 

Santa Sophia, 70. 

Saracens, e.\pelled from Narbonne, 87, 
102 ; Saracens of Spain, 103 ; of Af- 
rica, invasions, 103; expelled from 
Italian peninsula, 130, from Sicily, 
172-173, from Sardinia, 192. See 
Arabs, Moslems. 

Sardinia, conquest of by Saracens, 103, by 
Christians, 192. 

Sassanid kingdom, of Persia, 68. 

Savonarola, reformer, 514. 

Saxon dynasty in Germany, 146-154. 

Saxons, location of, 29; in Britain, 35, 63; 
subdued by Pippin, 87 ; by Charles the 
Great, 88-89; raided by Magyars, 
108; identity retained in Germany, 
144. 

Saxony, duke of, 144, 145, 146, 147, 202, 
210, 211, 217, 218; duchy of, 144, 202, 
484, 486. 

Schism, Great, 427-429, 431-432, 434-435, 
437. 

Schweiz, Swiss canton, 488. 

Science, in Roman Empire, 12; Arabic, 
139-142; revived in West, 251-253; 
at court of Frederick II, 322-323, 348- 
349, 350; in 13th c., 348-350; in Ren- 
aissance, 523, 

Scotland, 63, 282, 415, 419, 453, 454, 455. 

Scott, Sir Walter, Quentin Durward of, 
472. 

Sculpture, Romanesque, 269; Gothic, 354- 
355, 450; in Italy, 508, 520. 

Scutage, 282, 287. 

Sempach, battle of, 488. 

Senators, in Roman Empire, 8. 

Senechal, 295, 358. 

Serbians, 494. 

Serfs, 56, 124, 444, 446, 463 ; church and, 
163; freed by new settlements, 190- 
191, by growth of towns, 195-196. 

Sergius III, pope, 130. 

Seven Deacons, 58. 

Seven liberal arts, 13, 51-52, 354; and 
Charles the Great, 93. 

Sforza family, 503-504. 

Sheep-raising, by Cistercians, 240; in Eng- 
land, 240, 476. 
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Sheppey, 105. 

Sheriffs, 176-177, 273, 278; account with 
Exchequer, 272-273; Inquest of, 278. 

Shires, origin of, 176, 179. 

Shire-courts, 176. 

Shire-reeve or sheriff, 176-177. 

Sic et Non, by Abelard, 256. 

Sicily, conquest of by Saracens, 103 ; agri- 
culture of modified by Arabs, 142; 
Norman kingdom of, 173-174, 218; 
Hohenstaufen rulers of, 218-219, 316- 
320; Angevin rulers of, 326, 336; 
scientific work in, 251-252, 322-323; 
island of conquered by Aragon, 336, 
399. 

Sigismund, King of Germany, 484, 485; 
and Council of Constance, 432-434, 
436. 

Simon de Montfort, leader of Albigensian 
Crusade, 307-308. 

Simon de Montfort, earl of Leicester, 364- 
366. 

Simony, definition, 155; 156, 161, 301. 

Sixtus IV', pope, 440. 

Slavery, in Roman Empire, 9; among 
early Germans, 25, 163. 

Slavs, and Vikings, 107; and Magyars, 
108-109; become Christian, 135, 337- 
338; checked by Arnulf, 143; and 
Henry the Fowler, 145; and Otto the 
Great, 147; rebellion of against Ger- 
mans, 151; pushed back by Germans, 
210, 338, 340, 495-496. 

Slovaks, Roman Catholics, 135. 

Sluter, Claus, sculptor, 450. 

Sluys, naval battle of, 458. 

Sorbonne, College of, 347. 

Spain, Visigoths in, 32, 33 ; Vandals in, 34; 
regained by Justinian, 57, 68; conver- 
sion of Arians of, 59; conquered by 
Saracens, 80; invaded by Charle- 
magne, 89; Ommiad rulers of, 103, 
138, 142, 333-334; raided by Vikings, 
105; Moslem civilization of, 141-142, 
251; reconquest of by Christians, 219, 
333-336; science in, 251-252; in 14th 
and 15th centuries, 491-493. 

Spanish March, county of, 165, 334. 

Spiritual Franciscans, 400, 423, 429. 

Stained glass, 354-355. 

Stamford Bridge, battle of, 182. 

Star, Order of the, 525. 

Statute of Laborers, 444, 461. 

Stephen, count of Blois, crusader, 222-225, 
226. 

Stephen, King of England, 274-275. 

Stephen, king of Hungary, 339. 


Stephen Dushan, ruler of Serbia, 494. 

Stephen Harding, Cistercian abbot, 237. 

Stephen Langton, archbishop of Canter- 
bury, 284-285, 287. 

Stephen II, pope, 87. 

Stettin, Hanseatic town, 490. 

Stilicho the Vandal, Roman general, 31-32. 

Stigand, archbishop of Canterbury, 181. 

Stirling Bridge, battle of, 415. 

Stoicism, 14. 

Stone of Scone, 415, 

Strassburg, oaths of, 99. 

Subiaco, retreat of Benedict, 60. 

Sudbury, archbishop of Canterbury, 462. 

Suger, abbot of St. Denis, interest in archi- 
tecture, 267 ; royal official, 290-291. 

Sutri, council of, 155. 

Swabia, subdued by Charles Martel, 83; 
raided by Magyars, 108; duke of, 
144; and Henry the Fowler, 145; and 
Otto the Great, 146-147 ; and Hohen- 
staufen, 209, 211. See Alamanni. 

Sweden, Kingdom of, 337. 

Swedes, invasions of, 104; settlements in 
Russia, 107; conversion of, 337. 

Switzerland, 474, 481, 487-489. 

Syagrius, Roman leader, 44. 

Sylvester II, see Gerbert. 

Sylvester III, anti-pope, 154, 155, 166. 

Syria, and the Empire of the East, 67, 68, 
69; conquest by Arabs, 78, 79, 134; 
reconquered by Eastern Empire, 135, 
141 ; products of, 142. See Jerusalem. 

Taille, French tax, 471. 

Tamerlaine, Mongolian ruler, 494. 

Tancred, crusader, 222, 224. 

Tancred, King of Sicily, 218-219, 233. 

Tancred de Hauteville, 172. 

Tarik, Arab general, 80. 

Taxes, in Roman Empire, 4-5 ; in Eastern 
Empire, 42, 66, 68, 80, 134; decline of 
among Franks, 49; imposed on un- 
believers by caliphs, 79; for Third 
Crusade, 233; in England, 179, 186, 
235, 283, 285, 287-288, 363-364, 366, 
404, 417-419; in France, 404, 406, 409- 
410, 471; papal, 331, 368, 400-401, 
403-404, 422-423; in Sicily, 319-320; 
in Spain, 493. 

Temple, Order of, 232, 242, 384; sup- 
pressed, 407. 

Teutonic Order, origins, 234; conquests 
along Baltic, 234, 325, 337, 338, 495- 
496. 

Thegns, 182. 

I Theodora, Greek Empress, 69. 
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Theodora, Senatrix, 130, 154. 

Theodore of Tarsus, Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, 64. 

Theodoric, Ostrogothic ruler of Italy, 38, 
40-42, 45, 57. 

Theodosius, emperor, 31. 

Theodulf, Carolingian scholar, 94. 

Theologica Germanica, 449, 528. 

Theology, study of, 253-258, 351-352. 

Theophano, Byzantine princess, wife of 
Otto II, 150; regent for Otto III, 150. 

Theophylact, Senator Romanorum, 130. 

Theutberga, wife of Lothair, 128. 

Thomas Aquinas, 253, 312, 352. 

Thomas Becket, archbishop of Canter- 
bury, 279-281. 

Thomas a Kempis, Imitation of Christ of, 
449, 528. 

Thomas de Marie, 289. 

Three-field system, 121, 189-190. 

Thuringia, conquered by Franks, 47; 
Boniface missionary to, 84. 

Tithes, 124, 301. 

Toledo, 334; steel of, 142. 

Toul, bishop of, 155-156. 

Toulouse, county of, 169, 292, 307, 357. 

Toulouse, University of, 349. 

Tournaments, 372, 374, 375, 379. 

Towns, in Roman Empire, 4-5, 11; under 
Franks, 50; revival of, 191-194; in- 
fluence of, 194-199; institutions of, 
196-198, 388-389, 445; life in, 389- 
390; and the Church, 198, 212, 213- 
216, 303-305, 314, 385; and heresy, 
303-305, 310; in England, 368, 382, 
477; in Flanders, 193-194, 456; in 
France, 292-293, 296, 382, 475; in 
Germany, 211, 382, 489-491 ; in Italy, 
212-216, 320, 381-382, 383-384, 498- 
506; in Spain, 336. 

Trajan, Roman emperor, 27. 

Tribonian, Roman lawyer, 70. 

Troubadours, 250, 374, 375. 

Trinitarians, Order of, 243. 

Troyes, Peace of, 468, 476. 

Truce of God, 162. 

Trusts, for mendicant orders, 315. 

Tunis, attacked by Louis IX, 331. 

Turks, in Moslem politics, 137; Seljuk, 
invasion of, 137-138; and Crusades, 
220, 223-227; and Mongols, 341; 
Ottoman conquests, 493-495. 

Tuscany, 216, 217, 218, 323, 501. 

Tusculum, counts of, papacy controlled 
by, 154. 

Tyler, Wat, leader of Peasants’ Rebellion, 
462. 
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Tyrants of Italian towns, 320, 498, 503- 
504, 505-506. 

Ufilas, missionary to the Goths, 30. 

Vnam Sanclam, papal bull, 404. 

Universities, origin of, 260-264; in 13th c., 
344-347, 349, 351-352; and friars, 
312, 352. 

Unterwalden, Swiss canton, 488. 

Upper Germany, League of, 489. 

Ural-Altaians, 29, 108, 135, 341-343. 

Urban II, pope, 220-222, 303-304. 

Urban V, pope, 426-427. 

Urban VI, pope, 427-428. 

Uri, Swiss canton, 488. 

Valencia, conquered by Christians, 335. 

Valens, emperor, 31. 

Valentinian III, emperor, 33, 35, 37, 67. 

Valla, Lorenzo, humanist, 521, 522. 

Vallombrosa, Order of, 236. 

Valois family, 455, 456. 

Vandals, location of, 29; in Gaul and 
Spain, 33-34; in Africa, 34; sack 
Rome, 34, 37; conquered, 35. 

Varus, Roman general, defeat of, 27. 

Vassalage, 111, 113-114. 

Vehmic (or Fehmic) courts, 485. 

Venice, founding, 36, 43; and Byzantine 
architecture, 136; and Byzantine 
trade, 136-137; gains ports in Holy 
Land, 231; and Lombard League, 
216; and Fourth Crusade, 326-329; 
in 14th and 15th centuries, 498-500, 
519. 

Verdun, treaty of, 99. 

Veronese, painter, 521. 

Victor III, pope, 154. 

Vie de St. Louis, by Joinvllle, 377. 

Vikings, raids of, 103-105; attempts at 
permanent settlement, 106-107; ex- 
pansion checked, 107-108. 

Villa, 8, 9, 40; in Gaul, 50; compared to 
medieval village, 120. 

Village, medieval, 120-126; new village 
settlements, 190-191. 

Villehardouin, Conquete de Constanti- 
nople of, 377. 

Villon, Francois, 449, 526. 

Vincent of Beauvais, encyclopedist, 312. 

Virtu, 522. 

Visconti family, 503. 

Visigoths, location of, 28; migrations of, 
30-32; in Gaul and Spain, 32-34; 
and Aetius, 36; defeated by Franks, 
45, 46; codification of Roman law 
by, 50; conversion of Spanish Visi- 
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Visigoths (Continued) 

goths, 59; conquest of Spanish Visi- 
goths by Moslems, 80. 

Vittorino da Feltre, educator, 524, 531. 

Vouille, battle of, 45, 46. 

Wace, Norman poet, 181-182. 

Wager of battle, 55. 

Waldensians, 305-306, 310. 

Waldrada, mistress of Lothair, 128. 

Wales, 175, 363, 364, 415; statute of, 415. 

Wallace, William, 415. 

War of the Three Brothers, 98-100. 

Wardrobe, 414 

Warfare, methods of, among early Ger- 
mans, 24-25, 26; under Charles the 
Great, 92-93; of Saracens, 103; of 
Northmen, 105; of Magyars, 108; 
feudal, 116; in 13th c., 371; in Hun- 
dred Years' War, 457-459; Swiss, 
488-489. 

Wars of the Roses, 477-479. 

Warwick, earl of, called the “Kingmaker,” 
478. 

Wat Tyler, leader of Peasants’ Rebellion, 
462. 

W’elsers, merchants of Niirnberg, 491. 

Wenceslas, King of Germany and Bo- 
hemia, 484, 503. 

Wergeld, 56. 

Wessex, 64, 175. 

Wettins, 486 

Weyden, Rogier van der, 451. 

Whitby, Synod of, 64. 

William, duke of Aquitaine, founder of 
monastery of Cluny, 160. 


William the Conqueror, 180-182 ; conquest 
of England by, 182-183; government 
of England by, 183-188 

William II (Rufus), King of England, 
188, 271. 

William Iron-Arm, leader of Normans, 
172-173 

William Marshal, regent of England, 288, 
361-362, 377. 

William Ockham, see Ockham. 

William of Rubriquis, Franciscan mission- 
ary, 343. 

William Tell, 488. 

Winfrith, see Boniface, St. 

Wisby, Hanseatic town, 490. 

WitoH, 178, 180, 183. 

Witchcraft delusion, 448. 

Wittelsbachs, 486. 

Women, position among early Germans, 
25, among Arabs, 72; in 13th c., 372- 
373. 

VVoodville, Elizabeth, wife of Edward IV, 
479. 

Woolen industry, see Cloth industry. 

Wycliffe, 425, 429-430, 461. 

Yaroslav, prince of Kiev, 340. 

Yatrib, see Medina. 

York, archbishop of, 64. 

Yusuf, ruler of Moslem Spain, 334. 

Zangi, Moslem general, 231. 

Zara, captured by Crusaders, 327. 

Zug, Swiss canton, 488. 

Zurich, Swiss canton, 488. 




